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DIALOGUE. 


Amicus. I am informed, my dear Veritas, that you 
have given up the glorious doctrines of the Trinity, and the 
supreme deity of the Son of God ;—doctrines which the 
true church has always maintained as the foundation of 
hope and objects of rejoicing. Feeling a deep interest in 
the cause of truth and in your welfare, I called this morn 
ing to enquire of you respecting this report. if 

Veritas. 1 thank you, beloved Amicus, for your chris- 
tian solicitude, and for coming to me as a friend and a bro- 
ther. How lamentable is ‘the conduct of some christians, 
who are more eager to spread abroad reports of a brother’s 
sentiments, which generally misrepresent his real views, 
than to endeavor to restore him “in the spirit of meekness” 
from his supposed error. I freely confess to you that my 
views are changed respecting the subjects you mention. 
‘Having adopted the principle, that the word of God is the 
only standard of truth, I have renounced those views, which 
I was taught in my youth, which do not appear to accord 
with the divine testimony. As, however, I feel that I am 
a fallible creature, I desire ever to attend with meekness 
and candor to the arguments which may be offered in oppo- 
sition to my sentiments. - If truth is our object, we shall 
not shrink from the strictest and closest investigation. 

Amicus. Very true; and when brethren of different 
views, conscious of the imperfection of their knowledge, 
confer with each other, with a pure desire after truth, they 
may hope, by a candid examination of each argument, and 
a dependence on the Holy Spirit, to benefit one another, 
and to promote the cause of truth. But if we are only con- 
cerned to support out pre-conceived opinions, and to bear 
down those who oppose them, we are in a fair way to live 
and die in our error, ! fear, however, my dear Veritas, 
that you have erred f,o™ “ the faith oftce delivered to the 
saints.” . 

Veritas. It is my sincere desire to receive every word 
of the divine testimony. Permit me, then, to ask, what 
_revealed truth do ycu suppose I disbelieve ? 

Amicus. The doctrine of the Trinity, and the doctrine 
of the supreme deity of Jesus Christ. 
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Veritas. Please to repeat the passage of scripture which 
reveals ‘to us that there are three persons in one God. 

“Amicus. 1 acknowledge that there is no passage which 

expressly declares this doctrine. But there are some pas- 
sages from which the most pious and learned saints in all 
ages have inferred it. 

Veritas. It is evident from the history of the church, . 
that many christians in different ages have disbelieved. it. 
Be this, however, as it may; were the christians you speak 
of infallible? Are they.our standard of faith and practice? 
- Amicns. Certainly not. 

Veritas. Allow.me toask you, dear brother, where you 
first learned the doctrine of the ‘Trinity ? . 

Amicus. 1 confess I was first taught it in the Assem- 
bly’s Catechism; but I have since examined the word of 
God, and believe it is therein revealed. 

Veritas. Do you not think, that by being taught the 

pall systems of pious men, (all which must be acknow- 
ledged to be imperfect) by those whom we revered and 
-loved, that we were in danger of imbibing some errors? 
Do you not believe that when we read the scriptures .in 
early life, we were far more apt to affix that sense to cer- 
tain passages, which agreed with the catechism or creed 
we had learned, than to examine by scripture itself the 
real import of them? And have we not, consequently, 
reason to fear that many of our ideas on divine subjects 
have been received by tradition: from our fathers, and not 
from the word of the Lord ? 

Amicus. I feel the propriety and force of your observa- 
tions. I never before realized so much the danger we are 
in. of being misled by the opinions and practices of men, 
deservedly esteemed, indeed, but fallible and imperfect. 

Veritas. Since my faith respecting the doctrine of the 
Trinity was shaken, I have considered it my duty and pri- 
vilege to examine the whole of the divine testimony, with 
particular reference to the subject, and to compare all the 
passages which‘relate to the Father, the Son and the Holy 
Spirit. . Permit me to inquire, my dear Amicus, if you have 
ever done this? 

Amicus. \ confess | have never examined the subject 
in the manner you speak of. I am sensible, however, that 
it is the best method of ascertaining the truth, if it is done° 
with a humble dependence on divine teaching, 

Veritas. Without this all our researches will be vain. 
May the Lord in infinite mercy guide us into all truth. 

}# 
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mikes ACE. 

In. my researches after truth some years ago, my “faith 
in the common doctrine of the Trinity was shaken. Deep- 
ly impressed with a sense of the importance of obtaining; so 
far as is revealed, a correct knowledge of ‘‘ the: only true 
God,” and of Jesus Christ whom he hath sent, I have hum- 
bly endeavored. to ‘+ search the scriptures,’ looking unto 
Jesus for the guidance of his holy Spirit which he promised 
his disciples to lead them into all truth. The result of this 
investigation, which has been delightful, though laborious, 
may be seen in the following pages. My desire; if lam 
not self-deceived, has been to ascertain, by diligently. and 
prayerfully “‘ comparing spiritual things with. spiritual,” 
what is revcaled for my faith and love. Whether I have 
been guided by the Spirit of truth, or by my own wisdom, 
which is foolishness, will soon be determined at the bar of 
God. With that tribunal in view, it is indeed a small 
thing to be judged of man’s judgment. 

While I rejoice in all those exertions of christians 1 in the 
present day to advance the holy kingdom of the Redeem- 
er, which accord with the “ wisdom of God ;” my mind has 
been deeply impressed with a sense of the vast importance 
of the heralds of * the everlasting gospel” possessing a cor- 
rect knowledge of ‘the only true God,” and of Jesus 
Christ whom he hath sent. How important that they should 
declare that gospel to perishing men, ‘not in the words 
which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost 
teacheth.”’ 

I beg leave to remark to the reader, that it is fon Bs 
to remember, that however firmly he may believe his pre- 
sent sentiments, no man is infallible. ‘To read any work 
of this kind, with such a positive assurance of the correct- 
ness of our present views, as is consistent only with infal- 
libility, is useless. We may as well cry out heresy;+he 
moment we know an: author’s sentiments are contrary to 
our own, as to do so after we have heard his arguments, 
for such a feeling of mind will resist the most: conclusive 
proofs, and prevent our conviction of the most sapere er- 
rors. 

All Task, is a candid examination of my views and ar- 
guments by. “the word of the Lord.” If they will not 
bear this test, I desire they may be rejected, as it is the 
truth of God alone I wish to advocate and publish. 

Towards all such as are taught by the Spirit of truth, to 
believe on the Son of God as the only foundation of their 
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hope, and the object of their confidence, love and worship, 
I desire to extend the hand of christian fellowship, and to 
cherish the affection of holy love, although their views, in 
some important respects, may differ from my own. Far 
be it, that we should call “ that common or unclean which 
God hath cleansed.” » Far be it from us to reject those 
whom the Lord hath received. May that forbearance 
which, the merciful.Redeemer exercises towards’ his disci- 
ples, be ever exercised by them towards one another. And 
let us never refuse to unite with the inspired apostle in pro- 
nouneing the divine benediction on “all that in every 
place call on the name of Jesus Christ our Lord both 
theirs and ours.” | desire to love all in whom I can 
trace the image of my dear Savior, whatever they may 
say or think of me. ; 

Let those, however, who refuse to “ callon the name of 
Jesus Christ our Lord,” solemnly consider what part they 
can have in the worship of the heavenly hosts who are say- 
ing, ‘ Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, be unto 
him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamp for 
ever and ever.” 

Let those also who, in that wisdom which is foolishness 
with God, reject ‘‘ the atonement” of his beloved Son, seri- 
ously consider what part they can have among that bless- 
ed assembly who have all “ washed their robes and made 
them white in the blood of the Lamb.” 

I rejoice and praise God that he hath mercifully spared 
my life to bear this testimony to his holy truth ; and to his 
diyine blessing I now humbly commend it. 


8 
CHAPTER I. 


Containing an examination of the divine testimony con- 
cerning the highest character and glorious perfections 
of the Son of God. 


1. The testimony of the Prophets. 

Isa. ix. 6. And his’ name shall be called Wonderful, 
Counsellor, The mighty God, &c. Of the increase of his 
government and peace there shall be no end, upon the 
throne of David, &c. Isa. vii. 14. Matt. 1.28. Behold a 
virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, and shall call his 
name Emmanuel, which being interpreted, is, God with us. 
Micah v. 2. Whose goings forth have been from of old, from 
everlasting. John ii. 31. He that cometh from heaven is 
above all. John i. 34. And I saw, and bear record that 
this is the Son of God. John iii. 36. He that believ- 
eth on the Son hath everlasting life; and he that believeth 
not the Son shall not see life: but the wrath of God abideth 
on him. 

2.. The testimony of the Apostles. 

John i. 1—-3. In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, andthe Word was God. All things 
were made by him; and without him was not any thing 
made that was made. Eph. iii. 3. 9. God created all things By 
Jesus Christ. Rev. xix. 13. And his name is called the 
Word of God. John xx. 28. And Thomas answered, and 
said unto him, My Lord, and my God. Rom. ix. 5. 
Christ—who is over all, God blessed for ever. Amen. 
Col. ii. 9. For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the God- 


head bodily. Col. i. 15. Who is the image of the invisi- - 


ble God ; the first-born of every creature, for by him were 
all things created, &c. Heb. i. 3. Who being the bright- 
ness of his (the Father’s) glory, and the express image of 
his person, and upholding all things by the word of his 


power, &c. Acts x. 36. He is Lord ofall. John ii, 25. 


He knew what was inman.| John vi. 64. Jesus knew from 
the beginning who they were that believed not, and who 
should betray him. John i. 4. In him was life. Matt. ix. 
35. And Jesus went, &c, healing every sickness, and eve- 
ry disease among the people. Matt. xiv. 38. Then they 
that were in the ship, came and worshiped him. John ix. 
38. And he worshiped him. 2 Pet. 11.18. ‘Tohim be 
glory, both now and for ever. Amen.. Rey. i. 6, 
To him be glory and dominion for ever and ever. Amen. 
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Rev. v. 12. Worthy isthe Lamb that was slain to receive pow- 
er, and riches, and wisdom,and strength,and honor,and glory, 
and blessing. Rev. v. 13. Andevery creature, &c. heard I 
saying, Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, be unto 
him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb, for 
ever and ever. Rev. vii. 10. Salvation unto our God, 
which sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb. Matt: 
xvi. 16. Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God. 
Acts ix. 20, And straightway he preached Christin the syna- 
gogues, that he is the Son of God.. Heb. iv. 14. We have 
a great high priest that is passed into the heavens, Jesus 
the Son of God. 1 John iv. 15.. Whosoever shall confess 
that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwellethin him, and he 
in God. John xx. 31. But these are written, that ye 
might believe that. Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and 
that believing ye might have life through his name. 1 
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John v. 5. Who is he that overcometh the world, but he - 


that believeth that Jesus is the SonofGod. 1 John v. 10. 
13. Rom. i. 3.4. Rom. xiv. 10. We shall all stand be- 
fore the judgment-seat of Christ. 2. Cor. v. 10. 

3. The testimony of Jesus Christ. 

Rev. i. 17. I am the first and the last. John vill. 58. 
Before Abraham was,Il am. John x. 30. 1 and my Fa- 
_.ther are one. John v. 22, 23. For the Father judgeth no 
man; but hath committed all judgment unto the Son : that 
all men should honor the Son even as they honor the Fa- 
ther. John xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thou me 
with thine own self, with the glory which I had with thee 
before the world was. Matt. xxviii. 18. All poweris given 
unto me in heaven and in earth. John xvii. 2. As thou 
hast given him power over all flesh, that he should give 
eterna! life to as many as thou hast given him. John x. 
18. I have power to lay it down (my life) and I have power 
to take it again. This commandment have I received of 
my Father. John v. 26. For as the Father hath life im 
himself, so hath he given to the Son to have life in bimself. 
Matt. ix. 6. The Son of man hath power on earth to for- 
give sins. Matt. xviii. 20. Where two or three: are ga- 


thered together in my name, there am I in the midst of . 


them. Matt. xxviii. 20. Lo, Iam with you alway, even 
unto the end of the world. Luke xxii. 69. Hereafter shall 
the Son of man sit on the right hand of the power of God. 
Matt..xxv.31. When the Son of man shall come in his 
glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he: sit 
upon the throne of his glory, &c. | John xi. 25. I am the 
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resurrection and the life. John ix. 35. Dost thou believe 
on the Son of God? John iii. 16. For God so loved the 
world, that he gave: his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth on him should not perish, but have everlasting life. 
John iii. 18. He that believeth on him is not condemned: but 
he that believeth not is condemned already ; because he hath 
not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God. 

4. The testimony of God the Father. 

Heb. i. 8. Unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O God, 
is for ever and ever.—i. 6. When he bringeth in the first 
begotten into the world, he saith, and let all the angels of 
God worship him. Zech. xiii.7. Awake, O sword, against 
my shepherd, and against the man that is my fellow, saith 
the Lord of hosts. Matt. xvii. 5. This is my beloved oom 
in whom Iam well pleased, hear ye him. 

How glorious and precious is this divine testimony con- 
cerning the sinner’s friend ? Let us carefully examine what 
truths it plainly exhibits for our faith and love. 

1. We have here most plainly revealed to us, that our 
blessed Savior really existed before he appeared on earth. 
He was before Abraham. He was with the Father in the be- 
ginning, and possessed glory with him before the world was. 
He came down from heaven. God created the world by 
him, consequently jhe must have really and actually exist- - 
ed in the beginning, and not merely in the divine purpose. — 

2. Here also the eye of faith beholds“him with admiring 
joy, “* God over all.” As by him all things were made, 
so by him all things consist. His throne isto endure through 
all generations. On that throne of inconceivable glory he 
appears encircled with holy majesty, the “ King of kings, 
and Lord of lords.” 

3. Heis an oljectof worship. 'To him every knee must 
bow. Angels arecommanded to worship him. His disci- 
ples prayed to him and worshiped him. To himthey com- 
mitted their departing spirits. 

4. In the divine character of the Son or Gon, he is pre- 
sented to a dying world as the only name “by whom we 
must be saved.” In him alone we have eternal life, believ- 
ing in him as “ the only begotten of the Father, full of 
grace and truth.” 

Let us then, with grateful joy, set to our “seal that God 
is true,” by receiving the testimony concerning his Son. 
Let us build our hope for eternity on this foundation*which 
God himself hath laid, for ‘* other foundation can no man 
lay.” Let us look for the remission of sins only through 
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his blood ; and by this find access into the most holy place. 
Let us confide in him as our Savior, and obey him as “King 
on the holy hill of Zion.” Let us unite with the redeemed 
multitude in ascribing the glory of salvation “ to him that 
sitteth on the throne and unto the Lamb.” Finally, let us, 
like holy Stephen, commit. our departing spirits into the 
arms of his mercy, assured that the “ eternal judgment”? of 
the great day will soon confirm the following testimony : 
*¢ He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life; and 
he that believeth not the Son shall. not see life; but the 
wrath of God abideth on him.” 





CHAPTER. II. 


Containing an examination of the divine testimony con- 
cerning the oriein of the highest and most glorious 
character of the Son or Gop. 


1. The testimony of the Prophets and Apostles. 

Col. i, 15—-19. Who is the image of the invisible God, 
the first-born of every creature ; for by him were all things 
created. &c. ; for it pleased the Father that in him should 
_ all fulness dwell. Heb. 1 chap. God—hath in these last 
days spoken to us by his Son, whom he hath appointed 
heir of all things, by whom also ux made the worlds, who 
being the brightness of his glory, and the express image of 
his person, and upholding all things by the word. of his 
power, &c. being made so much better than the angels, &c. “ 
And again, when he bringeth the first. begotten into the 
world, he saith, and let all the angels of God worship him. 
Unto the Son he saith, thy throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever ; a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy king- 
dom. Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity. ; 
therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of 
gladness above thy fellows. Johni. 14. And the word was 
made flesh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld his glory, 
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full of grace 
and truth. Rey. xix. 13. His name is called the Word of 
God. John iii. 31, 82. He that cometh from heaven is 
above all. And what he hath seen and heard that he tes- 
tifieth.. 34. For he whom God hath sent speaketh the 
words of God: For God giveth not the spirit by measure 
unto him. 35. The Father loveth the Son, and hath given 
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all things into his hand. 1 Cor. xi. 3. "Mhe head of Christ 
is God. - Rev. i. 1. ‘The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which 
God gave unto him. Acts ii. 22. Jesus of Nazareth, a 
man approved of God among you by miracles, and won- 
ders, and signs, which God did by him, &c. Acts x. 38, 
God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost, and 
with power; who went about doing good, &c.3; for God 
was with him. 1 Peter i, 22.—God that raised him up from 
the dead, and gave him glory. Rom. ii. 16.—-God shall . 
judge the secrets of men By Jesus Christ. Acts x. 42.— 
Ordained of God to be the Judge of quick and dead. Acts 
xvii. 31. 

2. The testimony of Jesus Christ. 

Rev. 3. 14. These things saith the Amen, the faithful 
and true Witness, the beginning of the creation of God. 
John vi. 57.—I live by the Father. v.26. For as the Fa- 
ther hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son to have 
life in himself, and hath given him authority to execute 
judgment, &c. Matt. xi. 27. All things are delivered unto 
me of my Father. xxviii. 18. All power is given unto me 
in heaven and inearth. John xvii. 2. As thou hast given 
him power over all flesh, that he should give eternal life to 
as many as thou hast given him. John x. 18. I have pow- 
er to lay it down, and I have power to take it again. This 
commandment have I received of my Father. John v. 19: 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do nothing of 
himself. John xiv. 10. "The Father, that dwelleth in me, 
he doeth the works. John v. 22. For the Father judgeth 
no man; but hath committed all judgment unto the Son: 
That all men should honor the Son, even as they honor the 
Father. John xvii. 24. Father, 1 will that they alsowhom 
thou hast given me be with me where | am; that they may 
behold my glory which thou hast given’ me: For thou 
lovedst me before the foundation of the world. John 
xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thow me with thine - 
own self, with the glory which I had with thee before’ the 
world was. John vill. 26.—He that sent me is true; and I 
speak to the world those things which Ihave heard of him. 
John xii. 49. For I have not spoken of myself; but the Fa- 
ther which sent me, he gave me a commandment what I 
‘should say, and what I should speak. John vii. 16, My 
doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. John vi. 38. 
For I came down from heaven, not to do mine own will, 
but the will of him that sent me. Luke xxii. 29. And I 
appoint unto’ you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed 
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unto me. Matt. xii. 28. But if I cast out devils by the 
Spirit of God, &c. 1) 
. 8. The testimony of God the Father. 

Ps, Ixxxix. 19. Then thou spakest in vision to thy holy 
one, and saidst, I have laid help upon one that is mighty. 
25. I will set his hand also in the sea, and his right hand 
in the rivers. 26. He shall cry unto me, thou art my Fa- 
ther, my God, and the rock of my salvation. 27. Also I 
will make him my first born, higher than the kings of the 
earth. Ps. ii. 7. Thou art my son; this day have I begot- 
ten thee. Isa. xlii. 1. 6. Behold my servant, whom I up- 
hold, mine elect, in whom my soul delighteth: I have put 
my Spirit upon him. I the Lord have called thee in right- 
eousness, and will hold thine hand, and will keep thee, and 
give thee for a covenant to the people, for a light to the 
“Gentiles. Heb. i. 6—9. And again, when he bringeth in 
the first begotten into the world, he saith, and let all the 
angels of God worship him.—Unto the Son he saith, Thy 
throne, O God, is for ever and ever ; a sceptre of righteous- 
ness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou hast loved right- 
eousness, and hated iniquity ; therefore God, even thy God, 

hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fel- 
lows. | 
- Guided by the light of heavenly truth, let us now proceed 
to the consideration of the following important and highly 
interesting question. Is Jesus Christ called God, is he wor- 
shiped, has he created the universe, ishe preserver and Sa- 
vior and King and Judge, as the self-existent, independent, 
omnipotent and only true God ; or as the Son of God, be- 
gotten, upheld, exalted and glorified by the Father ? 

Revelation alone must answer this question. Let no 
conclusion of imperfect reason, no false inferences of our 
erring minds, no prejudice in favor of our long cherished 
systems, prevent our receiving the divine testimony on this 
subject. 

Let us first consider in what sense the scriptures of truth 
apply the title of God, to Jesus Christ. 

‘That the mere application of this title to Christ, does not 
prove him to be the self-existent Deity, is evident from the 
82d Psalm, where we find it applied to earthly rulers. See 
also Exod. vii. 1. 22 chap. 28 verse. John x. 35. From 
Heb. i. 8. it is evident that it is as the begotten Son, that 
he is called God. “ Unto the Son he saith, thy throne, O 
God,” &c. And in the very next verse, and in immediate 
connexion, the same person who is called God, is plainly 

2 
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represented as having a God, ‘ Therefore God, even thy 
God,” &c. See also John xx. 17. Rey. i..12. Here 
then, the scripture, which isits own best. interpreter, plain- 
ly teaches us that he is not called God zn the highest sense; 
for the supreme Deity can neither be begotten nor have a 
God. 

John i. 1. In this passage of divine truth, it is declared 
that the Word, who is called Gad, “ was sth God.” Here 
also, the holy scripture. teaches.us, that in whatever sense 
the Word is called God, he is a distinct being from the sue 
preme God, otherwise he could not be said to be with God. 
Now asit is no where expressly revealed that the Word or 
Son, is “the same, numerical essence,” or the same being 
as the Father, how can the passage bear such a construc- 
tion? We have scripture authority for saying, that. the 
term God, is sometimes used in an inferior or figurative 

“sense ; but have we any authority from scripture or reason 

for saying, that the supreme God was with the supreme 
God? ‘“* To what class of men could John address the as- 
severation,” that the supreme God was, with himself?— 
‘‘ Where did these singular heretics suppose” the supreme 
God was, except with himself? Is there any intelligible 
idea in the proposition, that the same numerical essence 
was with the same numerical essence? Or can we con- 
ceive that one supreme God was with another supreme 
God? 

The scriptures of truth afford more light on this impor- 
tant text. In John xvi. 5, our dear Redeemer prays, 
‘¢ And now, O Father, alorify thou me with thine own self, 
with the glory which I had with thee before the world was.” 
Here it is just as evident that the glory of the Word cannot 
be the glory of the supreme Deity, as that supreme Deity 
cannot be a subject of prayer. This cannot be considered 
the prayer of his. human nature, for that. nature, so far 
from enjoying glory “ before the world was,” did not then 
exist. Our Savior evidently refers to the state of which 
John wrote, John i. 1. The same nature praysas then ex- 


isted, to be restored to the same glorious condition. . Does - 


not this conclusively. prove that the Sonis dependent on the 
Father, for the highest glory he possesses ? 

Rey. xix. 13. Here we are instructed that’ the Word Is 
“the Word of God.” Is it not the design of the Spirit of 
truth to teach us, by this term, that the Son is the medium 
of communication or manifestation of all the glory of God, 


(in creation, providence and redemption,) to his intelligent — 
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creatures? ‘* No man hath seen God at any time ; the 
only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he 
hath declared him.” «“ He that hath seen me hath seen 
the Father.” k 

Rom. ix. 5. Christ—who is over all, God blessed for 
ever. Amen. Here our precious Redeemer is again called 
God, over all God, which is expressive of his high author- 
ty and dominion. Compare this passage with Ps. xlv. 6. 
where Jesus is called God on the throne ef the mediatorial 


kingdom. In the view of this glorious character, believers 


love and adore him. But whether he is possessed of this 
dominion, of independent right, or by the pleasure and ap- 
pointment of the Father, the scriptures must determine. 


Dan. vii. 13, 14. I saw in ‘the night-visions, and, behold, — 


one like the Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, 
and came to the Ancient of days, and they brought him 
- near before him. And there was given him dominion, and 
glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and lan- 
guages, shouldserve him: His dominion is an everlasting 
dominion, which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that 
which shall not be destroyed. Matt. xxviii. 18. All power is 
given unto mein heaven and inearth. John xvii. 2. As thou 
hast given him power over all flesh, &c. Luke xxii. 29. I 
appoint unto you a kingdom as my Father hath appointed 


unto me. Ps. ii. 6. 8. Yet have I set my King upon my 


holy hill of Zion: Ask of me and TI shail give thee the 
heathen for thine inheritance, ézc. Acts v. 31. Him hath 
God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Sa- 
vior, for to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins. 
Here we are taught that Jesus Christ executes the high of- 
fices of Prince and Savior; that he gives repentance and for- 
gives sin, all by the power and appointment of the Father. 

To be over all, and to have all things under him, are 
synonymous expressions. “ But when he saith all things 
are put under him, it is manifest that he is excepted which 
did put all things under him.” 1 Cor. 15, 27. He is 
therefore dependent on another being, even the Father, for 
having all things under him, or being “ over all.” 

The term “ fellow,” in Zech. xiii. 7, has been supposed 
to denote perfect equality. Let Heb. i. 9, be considered. 
Here the Son of God is said to have been anointed with the 
oil of gladness above his ‘‘ fellows.” Whether the term 
here means those ‘many brethren” of whom he is “the first 
born,” or the angels of heaven, it cannot mean perfect 
equality, forthe Son has “a more excellent name” than 
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either. The primary meaning of the word fellow, is. not 
equal, but companion. | 

If, then, the blessed God hath been pleased to glorify 
his only begotten and well beloved Son, and to accomplish 
his eternal purposes of wisdom and love, by setting him at 
his own right hand on the throne of the universe ; is it not 
perfectly consistent with such a design, that Jesus Christ 
should be distinguished with adequate titles of dignity and 
glory ? Ifthey were called Gods to whom the word of God 
came ; if even a material monument of the Lord’s goodness 
may be called by the name of Jehovah, Exod. xvii. 15, are 
we surprised to find the Son (who is the brightness of the 
Father’s glory, and the very image of the invisible God,) 
called God, over all God, &c.? These appellations are 
perfectly appropriate. He is over all Ruler or God. He. 
as Lord of all, for to this pre-eminence ‘¢ God_hath highly 
exalted him.” Phil. i. 9. ious 

It is the delightful privilege of the redeemed, both in 
heaven and on earth, to ascribe “ glory and dominion for 
ever,”’ “unto him that loved us, and washed us from our 
sins in his own blood.” 

Let us examine the divine testimony respecting this holy 
worship. On what account is it offered to the Lamb? 
John vy. 22, 23. For the Father judgeth no man ; but hath 
commitied all judgment. unto the Son: that all men should 
honor the Son, even as they honor the Father. I think it 
must be admitted, that no passage can be found which ex- 
presses higher honor to the Son than this. And it is very 
remarkable that this passage which has been so often quoted 
as proof of the Son’s supreme deity, itself contains proof to 
the contrary. The reason why we are to honor the Son 
as we do the Father, is here assigned. Is it because he is 
“the same numerical essence ?” No, but because the 
Father “ hath committed all judgment’ unto him. Unless ~ 
then, we say, that we honor the Father because of author- 
ity committed to him, we must acknowledge that this very 
passage teaches us that we do not honor the Son? in all re- 
spects as we do the Father. 

Phil. ii. 9—11. Wherefore God also hath highly aes 
him, and given him a name which is above every name, 
that at (or in) the name of Jesus every knee should bow, 
of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
the earth ; and that every tongue should ‘confess that Jesus | 
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father. How ev- 
ident it is from this text, and the precious truth in its con- 
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nection, that the Son of God is worshiped, not as supreme 
Jehovah, but on account of his great humiliation and per- 
fect accomplishment of the mediatorial work : and that this 
worship is to the glory of God the Father. 

Rev. i. 5, 6. In this‘passage he is worshiped because he 
has loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own 
blood, and hath made us kings and priests unto God and his 
Father. Rev. v.12. As the Lamb that was slain. Matt. 
xiv. 33. His disciples worshiped him as the Son of God. 
Rev. vy. 13. and vii. 10. He is worshiped in distinction 
from him that sitteth on the throne. | 

Shall we then, set in opposition to the divine testimony, 
the dictates of fallible reason, and say it is idolatry to wor- 
ship him in distinction from ‘the only true God, who sit- 
teth on the throne? Is it then idolatry to worship him to 
the glory of God the Father, and because the Father com- 
mands it? Shall we charge the worshipers in heaven with 
idolatry? It is remarkable that many Unitarians and Tri- 
nitarians, have wandered so far from what appears to be 
the truth, as to meet at the same point of error. Both re- 
fuse to imitate the heavenly worshipers, who worship the 
Lamb in distinction from the “ most high God” who sit- 
teth upon the throne. 


* The worship of the Son of God, has been supposed by. 


some to be inconsistent with the declaration of Jehovah, 
** My glory will I not give to another.” But what is the 
_ glory of Jehovah? Is it not the glory of underived and 
independent existence? Is it not the glory of possessing 
in himself infinite perfection ; and of being, consequently, 
the Supreme object of the love, confidence, and worship 
of all intelligences? If, then, the Father requires us to 
worship the Son, who is a distinct person, as the self-ex- 
istent and independent Jehovah, it appears that he has giv- 
en his glory to another. But if he requires us to ho- 
nor and worship him on account of all judgment or author- 
- aty being commiITTED to him by the Father ; and if he re- 
quires us to worship the Son “ to the glory of the Father,” 
- it is evident that he has noé given his glory to another. 

It is admitted that it would be idolatry to worship~two 
or more distinct persons or beings, considering them as su- 
preme and in all respects equal, for this would be worship- 
ing two or more supreme Gods. ‘There are many pious 
Trinitarians who profess to believe the divine unity, who, 
nevertheless, worship three distinct equal persons. I do 
humbly and seriously suggest for their candid and solemn 

Q* 





rts eee nent at 
tesula 


Re 


er a or 


18 


consideration, whether this is consistent with their belief of 
the unity of God? And whether they can find a single 
precept or example for such worship in.the scriptures. of 
truth? I beseech them to reflect, whether it is possible for 
them, when they are. worshiping, to have an idea of three 
distinct equal persons, without having an idea of three dis- 
tinct equal beings? Is it possible for any one to conceive 
of ‘‘ him that sitteth on the throne,” as supreme God, and of 
him who.is at the right hand of him. who sitteth ‘on the 
throne, as supreme God, without comCeIYERS oe two Bs seg 
Gods ? 

The repetition of the term Holy, as in Isa. vie 3. Ho- 
ly, holy, holy is the Lord of Hosts,” has been thought by 
some to denote the doctrine of the Trinity. It is evident, 
however, that such repetition is only significant of the im- 
portance of the subject. ‘Thus we read in Jer. xxii. 29. 
G earth, earth, earth, &c. And Ezek. xxi. 27. I will over- 
turn, overturn, overturn it, é&c. Indeed, itis the practice of 
the Hebrews to this day, to say over some of their prayers 
or praises three times.. They have no faith in the doctrine 
of the Trinity. rf 

‘* The Son of.man hath power. on earth to incite sins.” 
Whether this affords proof of supreme deity or not depends 
upon the question, whether this power was or was not dé- 
rived from the Father ?, -Acis'v..31, answers this question. 
‘Him hath God exalted with his right hand to bea Prince 
and a Savior for to give repentance to Israel and Forgive: 
ness of sins,” 

Matthew xxviil. 19,—‘. Baptizing thera &e. A ot] 

This passage, in the Greek, does not. express the’ siden 
by the authority of, as in our translation; it is evs into, not ev 
in the Name of the-Father, &c. ; i. e. into the truth, or in- 
to a profession of the truth, of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost. What that truth is must be learn- 
ed from. other divine testimony... The passage itself does 
not declare, or necessarily. imply, that the three are one 
God, or that they are three persons, or that they are equal. 

It has been. often asked, How can Jesus be present with 
his assembled disciples according to his promise, Matt. 
xvill. 20, except he is the omnipresent Jehovah? If we con- 
sider that the spirit is given him without measure by the Fa- 
ther, John iii. 34, we may easily conceive of his being spir- 
itually present, not only in all parts of this atom of a world, 
but in all. parts of the created universe. As the Son of 
God cast out devils by the Spirit of God, Matt. xii. 28, 
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so by the same Spirit, he is. present with all true worship- 
ers. John iii. 34, however teaches us that he is not -infi- 
nite in himself, for if he was, he surely could not nee@any 
thing to be given-him by another. 

“God is a Spirit,” the only ‘eternal Spirit.”’. Consistent- 
ly with this plain truth, we never find the Holy Spirit wor- 
shiped in distinction from the Father. If we did, we must 
either suppose two eternal spirits, or another spirit inferi- 
or to the Father. The following passage expresses an iden- 
tity of the Father and the Spirit which is totally inconsist- 
ent with distinct personality. 1 Cor. ii. 11. For what man 
knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which 
is in him ? even so, the things of God knoweth no man, but 
the Spirit of God. The apostle indeed prayed, 2 Cor. xiii. 
14. The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of 
God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost be with you 
all. Amen. But if this is a proof of the Spirit being a dis- 
tinct person, the prayer of John, Rev. i. 4, appears to af- 
ford equal proof that.the Spirit consists of seven distinct 
persons. In Luke ii. 32, 35, we are taught that Jesus is 
the Son of the Highest, and the Holy Ghost is the powER 
of the Highest. 

The expressions “ pour out,” * shed forth,” used in re- 
ference to the Spirit of God, are additional evidence that it 


is not.a distinct person, for such expressions are inapplica- . 
ble to a person.. It. is true that these gracious influences. 


proceeding from our Father in heaven, are personified, and 
the personal -pronouns used in the case...So wisdom is per- 
sonified, Proy. 8 chap... Let us candidly consider whether 
there can exist,an infinite, intelligent, independent and om- 
nipotent person, for the worship. of whom there is. not a 
single precept or example in.all the Bible? prea 

' The. pious. author of those Trinitarian doxologies, which 
are now preferred by many christian assemblies, to the in- 
spired one of Rey, vy. 13, confessed ‘that there is in scrip- 
ture no express precept for addressing such worship to the 
Spirit, nor any example of it, and that therefore this ought 
not to be considered as a necessary part of christian wor- 
ship; though he thought it lawful, because the Spirit or 
power of God is truly divine.”* How lawful that worship 
is, for which we have neither precept or example in the 
word of truth, may be learned from “ the faithful witness.” 
John iy. 24. God is a spirit ; and they that worship him 


* Memoirs of Watts and Doddridge, p. 140, Boston edition. 
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must worship him in spirit and in truth. John xvii. 17. 
Thy word is truth. ae 

Alas! that christians should sit down to sing Geod’s 
truth, and then stand up to sing their own tradition! 

Let us no longer worship according to “the precept of 
men,” but unite in the holy anthem of celestial praise. Rev. 
v. 13. Blessing and honor and glory and power, unto him 
that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever 
- and ever. 


To him that sits upon the throne, 
Be honor, praise and glory given ; 
Loud hallelujahs to the Lamb, 
By all on earth, and all in heaven. 





CHAPTER III. 


Containing an examination of the divine testimony re- 
specting the NATURE AND ORIGIN of those perfections 
by which the Son of God created, governs, saves, and 
judges the world. 

We have seen in Col. ii. 9, that in Jesus Christ “ dwell- 
eth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.” A few verses 

‘before this, chap. i.19, the inspired apostle informs us, * a 

pleased the Father, that in him should all fulness dwell.” 

Here then, the divine testimony teaches us that it is by the 

pleasure of the Father, that the Son possesses this divine 

fulness. It ought tobe particularly observed, that’ this last 
passage is in immediateconnexion with the 16th and 17th 
verses, which declare him to have created all things, and to 
be before all things. ‘This must certainly refer to his high- 
est character. It consequently teaches us, that he posess- 
es his highest and most glorious perfections by the plea- 
sure of the Father. The apostle represents even saints be~ 
ing “ filled with all the fulness of God,” Eph. iii.19. This, 
indeed, rnust be understood as vastly inferior to the fulness 
which Christ possesses. The creation of the universe is 
ascribed tothe Son. Johni. ili. Col. 1. 16, &c. But do 
the scriptures of truth teach usthat he created all things by 
his own independent power, or that he was the glorious 
agent of “the only true God?’ Eph. iii. 9.—God, who 
created all things py Jesus Christ. Heb. i. 12. God—hath 
in these last days spoken to us by his Son, By whom also 
HE made the worlds. 
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_ These passages certainly teach us that it was by the 
power of the Father, that the Son created the worlds. His 
creating all things, therefore, affords no proof that he is om- 
nipotent. 

In Heb. i. 3. Jesus Christ is represented as “« upholding 
all things by the word of his power.” Certainly this must 
be in his highest character. Yet the apostle explains this 
by informing us that he was made so much better than the 
angels. 

In Acts ii, 22, all the miracles which the Savior wrought 
on earth are ascribed to the power ofthe Father. “ Jesus 
of Nazareth, a man approved of God among you by mira- 
cles, and wonders, and signs which God did by himin the 
midst of you. In Matt. xxviii. 18, and John xvii. 2, All 
power in heaven and in earth is-ascribed to Christ. Is not 
this descriptive of the highest power he possesses? Does 
he possess it independently ? Let us hear and believe “the 
faithful witness.” «<All power is GIVEN unto me,” &c. 
“ As thou hast ¢1ven him power over all flesh, that he 
should give eternal life to as many as thou hast given 
him.” Here we are plainly taught that the whole power, 
by which the Son of God accomplishes the redemption of 
his church, is given him by the Father. Shall we then 
continue to say, that no given power, that nothing less than 
independent omnipotence can qualify him for such a work? 
Is not this to say, that the means divine wisdom employs 
for the redemption of the elect are inadequate ? Pe 

My respected brother Stuart, remarking on the charac- 
ter of Christ as Judge,* observes, « omnipresence and om- 
niscience only can qualify him for the duties of that sta- 
tion.” He admits that, “he does indeed act as judge by de- 
legated authority.” Let. John Xvil. 2, be again considered. 
Does not the giving “ eternal life to the elect,”’ include his 
Judging them and the world ? Or, if this should be denied: 
does it require any more wisdom, or knowledge, or power 
to. judge the world, than it does to give eternal life to his 
people? Most certainly it does not. Here, then, it obyi- 
ously appears from the divine testimony, that he is not on- 
ly appointed to “act as judge, by delegated authority,” but 
that the very qualification by which-he acts, not only in the 
single office of judging the world ; but in the arduous and 
glorious work of giving eternal life to his sheep, is given 
him by the Father. I do not perceive how Mr. Stuart can 


*Letters to Mr. Channing, 3d Edit. p. 97. 
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reconcile the above observation with the following in his 
Letters to Mr.Miller :* “I can conceive it possible, that a 
derived being may have such an unlimited communication 
of power, and knowledge, and wisdom, that he may govern 
worlds.” He who governs worlds is surely competent to 
judge them. hahaa 

We have seen from the words of the Lord, that our di- 
vine Redeemer is qualified for the important work appoint- 
ed him, in respect to wisdom and knowledge. Col. ii. 3. 
“In whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and know- 
ledge.” John ii. 25, He knew what was in man. Rev. 
ii; 23. I am he which searcheth the reinsand hearts. 

He is worthy to'take the book of the divine counsels, 
and to unloose the seals thereof. He only reveals to us, 
and to the powers of the heavenly places, the purposes of 
Jehovah, unfolding to our admiring view, the works of 
grace and love and holy vengeance of “the only true 
God.”? And how doth he obtain this knowledge of all 
things? What saith the scripture? “ The Revelation of 
Jesus Christ which God gave unto him.” Rey. i. 1. 

Titus iii. 4—6. But after that the kindness and love of 
God our Savior toward man appeared, not by works of 
righteousness, which we have done, but according to his 
mercy he saved us, by the washing of regeneration, and re- 
newing of the Holy Ghost, which he shed on us abundant- 
ly trHRoven Jesus Christ our Savior, 'This passage, and 
many others, proves, that the Son saves us by the appoint- 
ment and power of the Father. It also proves how erro- 
neous that common idea is, that wherever the word Savior 
occurs ina text, the Son of God must be intended. 

John viii. 26. He that sent me is true, and I speak to. 
the world those things which I have heard of him, John 
xii. 49, 50. For I have not spoken of myself, but the Fa- 
ther which sent me, he gave me a commandment what I. 
should say, é&c. John iii. 31, 32. He that cometh from 
heaven is above all, and what he hath seen and heard 
that he testifieth. ; oh ieee. 

It appears equally evident from “ the oracles of God,” 
that Jesus Christ Will judge the world, by the power and 
appvintment of the Father. Acts x. 42. It is he which 
was ordained of God to be the judge of quick and dead. 
Rom. ii. 16. God shall judge the secrets of men By Jesus 
Christ. John v. 22. For the Father judgeth no man, but 
hath committed all judgment to the Son. 


* Page 92, 
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Jer. xxiii, 6. it is said.of the Son of God, “‘and this is his 
name whereby he shall be called, the Lorp our righteous- 
ness. Jer. xxiii. 16, it is saidof Jerusalem, ‘‘ this is the 
name wherewith she shall be called, the Lorp our right- 
eoushesss,” not because either the Son or people of Jeho- 
vah are literally Jehoyah, but because, in them, Jehovah is 
pleased to accomplish his gracious purpose of salvation. 
** God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself,” &c. 
Even“places where God displayed his power and goodness 
were called by his name. ‘“ Jehovah-jireh.” « Jeho- 
vah-nissi,”’ 

When we contemplate the holy Son of God in the en- 
dearing character of the ‘‘ one meditator between God and 
man,” what a glory do we behold encircling.him in all his 
offices! | 

_ As our PRorueT, he ‘spake. as never man spake,” 
His doctrine distilled as the dew. ‘“‘Grace was poured into 
his lips.” Psal.xlv. 2. Blesssed teacher! The knowledge 
thou dost impart is life to our souls. Oh, may. we never 
turn-away from “him that speaketh from heaven.” 

_As our Primst, how'precious is his offering and inter- 
cession! We_-have the “ remission of sins through his 
blood.” He “ever liveth to make intercession for us.” 
He is “‘ made higher than the heavens ;” “a great high 
priest, Jesus the Son of God.” 

_As our xine@, he is ‘‘ fairer than the children of men.” 
He is “ King of kings and Lord of lords.” | By the power 
of his grace he conquers the hearts of his chosen seed, and 
subjects them to his righteous government. O blessed 
Prince of peace! O precious reign of grace ! He will present 
his redeemed church before the presence of his glory with ex- 
ceeding joy. He shall triumph over all his foes, for he 
must reign until all his enemies are put under his feet, 
Those who will not have him to reign over them he will 
punish ‘ with everlasting destruction from the presence of 
the Lord, and from the glory of his power.” Then shall 
he “be glorified in his saints, and admired in them that be- 
lieve.” : 

Let it however be remembered, that it is the Father who 
is “the only true God,” that has exalted him, and upholds 
him in this high station. Deut. xviii. 18.1 will raise them 
up a Prophet, &c. Asa Priest he is “ made higher than 
the heavens.” So Christ glorified not himself to be made 
an high priest; but mz that said unto him, thou art my 
Son, to-day have I begotten thee. Heb. v. 5. Psal, ii, 6. 
Yet have J set my King upon my holy hill of Zion. 
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The case of Joseph, who appears to have been a strik- 
ing type of Christ, may serve to illustrate, in some manner, 
the scriptural representation of the glorious dignity of the 
Son of God, and also his dependence on the Father for all 
his authority. Gen. xli. 39—44. And Pharaoh said unto 
Joseph—thou shalt be over my house, and according to thy 
word shall all my people be ruled: only in the throne will 
I be greater than thou. And Pharaoh said unto J oseph, see 
I have set thee over all the land of Egypt. And Pharaoh 
took off his ring from his hand and put it on Joseph’s hand, 
and arrayed him in vestures of fine linen, and put a gold 
chain abou this neck. And he made him to ride in the second 
chariot which he had, and they cried before him, Bow the 
knee ; and he made him ruler over all the land of Egypt. 
And Pharaoh said unto Joseph, I am Pharaoh, and without 


thee shall no man lift his hand or foot in all the land of 


Sy pt. ? 

Such was the high authority with which Pharaoh invest- 
ed Joseph : in consequence of which, he was, Ina sense, ho- 
nored even as they honored Pharaoh; for it was said to 
him, ‘‘ Thou art even as Pharaoh ;” Gen. xliv. 18. Joseph 
was exalted to the government of Egypt ; and was indeed 
more actively ruler, than Pharaoh himself. Yet Pharaoh 
was greater than Joseph. From Pharaoh he derived all 
his dignity, and on his sovereign will he was dependent 
for all his authority, Pharaoh governed Egypt by Joseph, 
Pharaoh saved Egypt during the famine by Joseph. He 
gave hima name, said to signify a Savior, and command- 
ed all to bow the knee to Joseph. . 

So ‘the eternal Spirit,’ who is and ever must be the 
alone God, creates, upholds, governs and saves by his Son, 
“whom he hath appointed heir of all things,’? whom he 
hath “‘ made better than the angels ;*’ and whom, on ac- 


count of all judgment being committed to him, he requires — 


us to honor even as we honor the Father. I have no idea 
that the case of Joseph, or any other, can present to the 
mind an adequate parallel of the incomparable Immanuel. - 


“ Nor earth, nor seas, nor sun, nor stars, i 

“ Nor heaven his full resemblance bears ; 

“‘ His beauties we can never trace, + han 

“ Till we behold him face to face.” | . 


Far be it from as to rob the Savior of his true glory. 
Far be it from us to deny his own testimony. Let us 
not be found uniting with the Jews in charging ‘the 
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faithful witness,” with advancing claims to a character he 
never assumed : a charge which Jesus himself immediately 
repelled in the plainest language. John v. 19. How delu- 
sive is the impression, that we are honoring the Son of God 
while we deny his own testimony ! 7 

Let none, however, imagine, that we can have too exalt- 
ed views of the sinner’s friend, that we can adore him too 
highly, or love him too ardently, while in accordance with 
the inspired testimony, we behold him as “ the image of the 
invisible God; ” and worship him “to the glory of God 
the Father.” Let our minds expand to the utmost stretch 
of thought in the contemplation of his divine beauty and glo- 
rious dignity ; still our conceptions of his incomparable ex- 
eellence will be vastly too limited and inadequate. Let 
our hearts glow with the most fervent love, and our bosoms 
heave with the warmest gratitude to his dear name, still we 
must acknowledge that our affections towards him bear 
no proportion to his charms or his love. With our. high- 
est notes of praise, we must mingle the sigh of lamentation, 
that we admire and love and praise him no more. 


thet « }¥ad we a thousand lives to give, 
A thousand lives should all be thine.” 





CHAPTER IV. 


Containing an examination of the divine testimony re- 
specting the import of the term Son oF Gop, and whether 
it is, or is not expressive of the uicHEsT character of 

our blessed Lord. 

It has long been a sentiment of very general belief in 

the christian church, that the terms Son of God, only be- 

gotten Son of God, are expressive of that divine relation 
to the Father in which -his highest character consists. 

These terms are now considered by some, who are to be re- 

spected for their talents and piety, as referable to the hu- 

manity of Christ peculiarly begotten ; and not as importing 
his most exalted nature. 

“In relation to this interesting and important subject, we 
may consider the following truths derived from the divine 
testimony. | reel ps 

1. It is in the character of the Son or Gop, that the Sa- 
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vior is presented to a lost_world, as the great object .of 
faith, and with the belief of this truth salyation is connected. 

2. It is in this character, he isan object of worship. _ 

3. Jesus Christ during his ministry on earth neyer 
claimed a higher title. 

4. The highest title ever given him in the scriptures of 
truth, even that of God, is given to him asthe Son of God. 

If these propositions are clearly supported by the word of 
God, can we possibly avoid the conclusion, that the terms 
under consideration import the highest character of our Re- 
deemer ? i : left aude 

1. That ‘*the Lord from heaven,” is presented to a per- 
ishing world-as the great and glorious object of faith in 
the character of the Son or Gop, with the belief of which 
truth salvation is connected, appears from the following | 
passages. Matt. iii. 17. xvii. 5. John i. 34. ii. 18. 36. Vi. 
69. 1x. 35. xi. 27. Acts vill. 37. ix, 20. Rom.34. 1 
John iv. 15., &e. ts 

2, That it is in this character he is worshiped, plainly 
appears from Heb. i. 6. When he bringeth in the Jirst be- 
gotten into the world, he saith, and let all the angels of God 
worship him. See also John y. 23. Matt. xiv. 33. John 
ix. 35. 38. . 

3. No passage can be found in which “ the faithful wit- 
ness” ever claimed a higher title. On this high claim, the 
charge of blasphemy by his opposers was founded. John 
x. 36. This claim excited their utmost rage. John v. 18. 

4, That it is as the Son or Gop on the throne of the 
mediatorial kingdom, he is called God, is evident from 
Heb..1. 8. Ps. xlv. 6, But unto the Son, he saith, Thy 
throne, O God, is for ever and ever, &c. eae 

The first chapter to the Hebrews illustrates this impor- 
tant truth, It is manifestly the design of the inspired apos- 
tle in this chapter, to set forth our adorable Redeemer in 
his highest dignity and most glorious character. He re- 
presents him, verse 2, as the maker of the worlds. Ver. 3. 
as the brightness of the Father’s glory and the express 
image of his person. Ver. 4. as being much better than 
the angels. Ver. 6. as the object of their worship. And 
ver. 5. as God. But it appears from verses 2 and 3, that 
it was in the character of Son that he made the worlds, If; 
then, his creating the: world, if his being “the express 
image” of the invisible God, denote his divine nature, the 
title of Son must denote the same. Why is he made so 
much better than the angels? Because he hath by inher- 
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‘tance obtained a more excellent name than they. But 
what is this excellent name? It isthe Sonof God. ‘This 
is evident from ver. 5. For unto which of the angels said 
he at any time, thou art my Son, &c. But if this name is 
applicable only to his humanity, it must rather signify that 
he was made “a little lower than the angels ;” and the in- 
spired apostle appears wholly to have failed in his proof, 
ver. 5, which he evidently considers as conclusive. 

Mr. Fuller in his essay on this subject, justly remarks, 
“The glory of the only begotten of the Father, and the 
glory of the Word, are used as convertible terms, as being 
the same: but the latter. is allowed to denote the divine per- 
son ef Christ, antecedent to his being made flesh ; the same 
therefore must be true of the former. The word was 
made flesh, and we beheld his glory ; that is, the glory of 
the Word, the glory of the only begotten of the Father, 
full of grace and truth. John i, 14.” 

John iii, 16. For God so loved the world, that he gave 
his only begotten Son, &c. Here the apostle exhibits to 
us the great love of the giver, by setting forth the excel- 
lence of the gift. But all this excellence is comprised in the 
phrase, “his only begotten Son.” This phrase must, 
therefore, include the highest character of our blessed Re- 
deemer, or it is totally inadequate for the apostle’s purpose, 
to set forth the amazing love of God towards us in “ his un- 
speakable gift.” 

Heb. iv. 14.—We have a great high priest, that is pass- 
ed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, ‘'The blood 
of Jesus Christ his® Son cleanseth us from all sin.” Hy, 
then, there is any divinity in his priesthood, to give virtue 
fo his sacrifice and intercession, that divinity is in the name 
of the Son of God. 
~ So also, when he is exalted as King on the holy hill of 
Zion, the decree is declared, “Thou art my Son,” &c. 
And when we are required to be reconciled to his govern- 


ment, we are commanded to “kiss the Son.” Psalm . 


ii. 7,12, 

John xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine 
own self, with the glory which I had with thee before the 
world was. The obvious truth in this passage is, that the 
_ Son possessed glory with the Father “before the world 
was,” and, consequently, that these relations then subsisted. 
But if the term “ Son of God,” is not expressive of the Re- 
deemer’s highest character, it follows that the Son of God, 
so far from possessing glory with with the Father before 
the world was, has not yet existed two thousand years! 
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It is remarked by the respected author before quoted, 
that “ God is frequently ‘said to have sent his Son into the - 
world. John vii. 18, x. 36. 1. John iy. 9,10. . But this 
implies that he was his Son antecedent. to. his being sent. 
‘lo suppose otherwise, is no less absurd than, supposing 
that when Christ is said to have sent forth his twelve disci- 
ples, they were not disciples, but in consequence of his 
sending them, or of some preparation pertaining to their 
mission.” ** Moreover, to say that God sent his own Son 
in the likeness of sinful flesh, is equal to saying, thatthe . 
Son of God assumed human nature: he must therefore 
have been the Son of God before his incarnation. Christ 
is called the Son of God antecedent to his being manifest- 
ed to destroy the works of the devil : but he was manifest- 
ed to destroy the works of the devil by taking upon him 
human nature : consequently he was the Son of God ante- 
cedent to the. human nature being assumed.” oe, hE 

“‘{t has been frequently suggested, that the groand of 
Christ’s sonship is given us in Luke i. 35, and is no other 
than his miraculous conception. It is true that our Lord was 
miraculously conceived of the Holy Spirit, and that sucha 
conception was peculiar to him; but it does not follow, that 
by this he became the Son, or only begotten Son of God. 
Nor does the passage in question prove any such thing, 
It may be a reason given why Christ is called the Son 
of God ; but not why he 7s so. Christ is called the Son of 
God as raised from the dead, and as exalted at the right 
hand of God. Acts xiii. 33.. Heb. i. 4, 5. Did he then 
become the Son of God by these events! ‘This is impos- 
sible ; for sonship is not a progressive matter, If it arose 
from his miraculous conception, it could not for that reason 
arise from his resurrection or exaltation: and so on the 
other hand, if it arose from his resurrection, or exaltation, 
it could not proceed from his miraculous conception. _ But 
if each be understood of his being hereby proved, acknow- 
ledged, or, as the scriptures express it, ‘ declared to be the © 
Son of God with power,’ all is easy and consistent,” ¥ 

Rom. i. 3, 4, is an instructive passage. Our Lord was 
“made of the seed of David according to the flesh, and de- 
clared to be the Son of God with power according to the 
spirit of holiness,” &c. It is admitted by learned Trinita- 
rians that “it is not the third person in the Trinity that is 
referred to here.” (See Barnes, Poole, &c. on the passage.) 
It is Christ’s spirit in contrast with his body. He was of 
the seed of David in respect to his flesh or body. ‘Observe, 


29 
not according to his flesh and human soul, but simply in 
respect to his flesh, or body. “ A body, (not body and 
soul) hast thou prepared me.” “ ‘The Word was made 
flesh,” not flesh and soul... But “ according,” or, in respect, 
to his spirit, he was ‘the Son or Gop.” The passage 
proves that he was so before his incarnation. ‘Mr. Barnes 
observes, ‘* The expression according to the spirit of holi- 
ness does not indeed of itself imply divinity. It denotes 
that holy and more exalted nature which he possessed as 
distinguished from the human.’ The distinction, however, 
in the passage, is not between two spirits of different na- 
tures, but simply between the nature and origin of his one 


holy spirit and the nature and origin of that flesh or body 


‘ 


which that spirit assumed.* ; 
We have, then, sufficient proof from the divine testimo- 
ny, that the term Son of God is expressive of the highest 
character of our Savior. The reflecting reader will dis- 
cern that we have equal proof that he is, in his highest na- 
ture, “the only begotten of the Father,” and must, there- 
fore, be necessarily dependent on him for all things, agree- 
ably to Christ’s own words; ‘all things are delivered unto 
me of my Father.” Mr. Fuller, although a Trinitarian, 


* My esteemed brother Barnes remarks, on Rom. i. 4. ‘ The natural 
idea of the term Son of God therefore is, that he sustained a relation ‘to 
God in his nature which implied more thaw was haman or angelic ; which 
implied equality with God.” That the terms “ ‘THe Son of God” and 
«“ onzy begotten,’’ imply a nature superior. to the human and angelic, is 
obvious. But how does it follow that his nature must be that of supreme 
deity ? Is it impossible for God to create or beget any intelligent being: 
of a higher nature than that of the angelic? Mr. B. adds “this idea (i. e.. of 
equality) was naturally suggested to the Jews by his calling God his Fa- 
ther, John v. 18.” Whether their inference was natural or not it was 
certainly wnirue, “ the faithful witness” himself being judge. for Jesus 
Christ immediately repudiated their inferential accusation by the asseve- 
ration, “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do'nathing ef himself,”” 
&e. Let meask that respected and intelligent author whether the term 
Son does not “ naturally”? suggest the idea of “ begotten ?”? Is not the 
idea of begotten inseparable from the idea of Son ? Do not the Seriptares 
of truth plainly and positively declare that Jesus Christ, as the Son of 
God,is BecotTyN? Once more permit me to ask, does not the term 
begotten naturaily suggest the idea of derivation 2 \t is admitted that: 
the nature of Jehovah is underived and unbegotten. How then can a term: 
which naturally suggests the idea of der?vation naturally suggest the idea 
of self-existence 2 If it cannot, (as is obvious to common sense,) it can- 
not naturally’suggest the idea of perfect ‘ equality” with God. The 
manifest truth is, that the term, “The only begotten Son of God,” natn- 
rally suggests, to every unbiased mind, the idea of a distinct being from ks 
the alone God ; dependent upon him for his existence, but a partaker of 
the divine nature in a peculiar and pre-emiuent manner and degree. 
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acknowledged in the conclusion of his essay on the Son- 


ship of Christ, that “in the order of nature, the Father 


must have existed before the Son.”* He indeed supposed 
the Son to be ‘ properly eternal,” as well as the Father. 
But to reconcile this idea with the above concession, is, to 
me at least, absolutely impossible. | | 

Is this, with any of us a subjett of mere speculation 1— 
God forbid! Jn this name, my brethren, is concentrated 
all the glory of God ever viewed by mortal minds. In this 
name centers all our hope, and peace, andjoy. It is this 
dear name that draws forth our souls to Jehovah, in wonder, 
love and praise. This is the blest name that comprises all 
those glorious “ things the angels desire tolook into.” And. 
it is in the knowledge, love and adoration of this name that 
the saints shall be “ filled with all the fulness of God.” 


“Oh, may I live to reach the place, 
Where he unveils bis lovely face ; 
Where all his beauties you behold, 
And sing his name to barps ef gold.” 


CHAPTER V., 


Containing an examination of the divine testimony con- 
cerning Jesus Christ, as the cxsncr OF FAITH. 


it is undoubtedly our duty and privilege to believe every 
part of the divine record respecting the Son of God. But 
we are particularly to observe in what character he is pre- 
sented to a lost world as the object of faith, and what we. 
are required to believe in order to be saved. Paes 

John iit. 16, For God so loved the world that he gave 
his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him 
should not perish but have everlasting life. 18. He that 
believeth on him is not condemned, but he that believeth 
not is condemned olready ; because he hath not believed 
in the name of the only begotten Son of God. 36. He 
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life ; and he that 
believeth not the Son shall not see life: but the wrath of 
God abideth on him. John ix. 35. Jesus—said unto him, 
- dost thou believe on the Son of God ? Acts viii. 87. I be- 


* Dialogues, Letters and Essays, on various subjects, page 134 
Hartford edition. : 
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lieve that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. Actsix. 20. 
And straightway he preached. Christ in the synagogues, that 
he is the Son of God. John xx. 31. But these are written, 
that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God; and that believing ye might have life through his name. 
1 John iv. 15. Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the 
Son of God, God dwelleth in him and he in God. ‘‘ ‘These 
things have I written unto you that believe in the name of 
the Son of God, that ye may know that ye have eternal 
life ; and that ye may believe on the name of the Son. of 
God.” Is it not .a truth, shining with peculiar luster in the 
divine word, that Jesus: Christ is presented to a perishing 
world as the grand object of faith, in the character of the 
Son or Gop? : 

When the heavens are opened, that the character of the 
Savior may be announced by the Majesty on high to a per- 
ishing world, what dowe hear? This is the second person 
of the adorable Trinity? This is the supreme God? No; 
but, “this is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased ; 
hear ye-him.” And what did the blessed Ambassador of 
peace require? ‘+ Dost thou believe on the Son of. God?” 
This great truth was indeed the dividing line between his 
disciples and the world. The former believed, and were 
saved; the latter denied, and perished. As Jesus never. 
claimed a higher character than this ;he never required his 
disciples to believe that he possessed any higher character. 
It was the spiritual revelation of this great truth to the apos- 
tle Peter that rendered him blessed. And it was the confes- 
sion, not that Jesus was the supreme God, or the second in 
a Trinity of equal persons ; but, ‘‘ chow. art the Christ, the 

Son of the living God,” which received ,the benediction of 
his Lord. Matt. xvi. 16, 17. . 
- Shall we then be dissatisfied with a confession which the 
Savior himself approved? Shall we add to the divine testi- » ’ 
mony? Or shall we contradict that testimony and say, 
whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son of God, God 
doth not dwell in him and he in God, unless he doth also 
confess that Jesus Christ is that very God whose Son he is 
declared to be? ) 
It is indeed important to observe, that true and saving 
faith in the character of the Son of God, implies a holy be- 
lief of his testimony respecting the perfections of God, the 
purity and reasonableness of his Law ; the exceeding sinful- 
‘ness of man as a rebel against the divine government ; the 
way of salvation, through the perfect obedience of Jesus 
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Christ unto death ; and the necessity of the fruits of holi- 
ness, ‘* without which no man shall see the Lord.” 

Awful is the delusion, and dreadful will be the doom of 
all those who rest in a mere profession of the truth, that 


Jesus isthe Son of God. Their condemnation is already - 


declared. ‘Thou hast neither part nor lot in this matter : 
For thy heart is not right in the sight of God.” Acts 
vill. 21, ) ; 

If, then, we admit that we are required to believe in the 
highest character of the Savior, in order to be saved by 
him ; we must admit that the term Son of God, in that pecu- 
liar sense in which it is applied to Christ, is expressive of 
that character. ata 


CHAPTER VI. 
| wls be 
Containing an examination of the divine testimony con- 
cerning the Son of God as a vistincr Brine from the- 
Father. 


It is indeed revealed that Christ and his Father are one. 
John v. 30. But it is no where revealed that the Father and 
Son are one being. In the very next verse preceding the 
declaration, “ I and my Father are one,” Jesus said, “ My 
Father—is greater than all.” Jesus also prayed, John 
Xvil. 21, that his disciples ‘‘ may be one; as thou, Father, 
art in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one in us.” 

Do not all those passages which declare that Christ 
“ came down from heaven ;” “ from God ;” that the Father 
sent him ; evidently imply that he was a distinct being in 
that very highest character in which only he existed ** with 
God” in heaven, before he ‘came down from heaven?” 
If the Spirit of truth has used the language of mortals, in 
the sense it is invariably used and understood by mortals ; 
can these passages fail to produce the conviction, that he 
who ‘came down from heaven,” “ from God,” who was 
sent by the Father, was, and is a distinct being from the 
Father who sent him? Is it possible to conceive of the Son 
coming down from heaven, rather than the Father, if they 
are both “the same numerical essence?” Or, is it possi- 
ble to conceive of the Word being “ made flesh,” rather 
than the Father, if we conceive of both as one being ? . 

It has been suggested by a late able writer, that the pas- 
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sages which speak of God’s sending his Son, &c. are to be 
understood as referring tothe Father’s sending him after he 
was born of the virgin, to execute the mediatorial office. 
The scriptural representation is, that the Father sent him 
“ into the world.” John iii. 17, &c. Besides, if the opin+ 
ion of that writer is correct, that Christ, as the Son of God, 
did not exist previous to the incarnation ; we certainly must 
_ expect never to read of any character inferior to the supreme 
God coming ‘* down from heaven.” i 

Let us now attend to “the faithful witness.” John vi. - 
38. For I came down from heaven, not to do mine own 
will, but the will of him that sent me. John vi. 33. For 
the bread of God is he which cometh down from heaven, 
and giveth life unto the world. John viii. 42. I proceeded 
forth, and came. from God ; newther came I of myself, but 
he sent me. John xiii. 8. Jesus knowing that the Father 
had given all things into his hands, and that he was come 
from God, and went to God. John xvi. 28. I came forth 
from the Father, andam come into the world : again I leave 
the world and go to the Father. Well did his disciples ~ 
say, ‘ Lo, now speakest thou plainly, and speakest no pro- 
verb.” 

Tow manifest from these words of the disciples, is the 
truth, that they were not Trinitarians. Had they under- 
stood our Lord to say, that ‘‘the same numerical essence” 
came forth from “ the same numerical essence,” would they 
have said, ‘Lo, now speakest thou plainly,” &c. 1. Must 
they not have said, as Trinitarians say, Thou speakest 
an incomprehensible mystery ? ! 

Heb. x. 5. Wherefore, when he cometh into the world, 
he saith, Sacrifice and offering thou wouldst not, but a 
popy hast thou prepared me, &c.* 7. Then said I, Lo, 1 


* A pony hast thou prepared me.” Not a body and another spirit or 
soul. ‘The Word was made flesh.” This is the divine testimony on 
this important subject. “The common opinion, that the Son of God ‘took 
another ‘ reasonable soul” is sustained by no declaration of the Bible. 
“The first born of every creature,” the “ first begotten” was a spirit, 
“< the image of the invisible God.” This spirit, or Word, was made flesh, 
i. e. united to the body “ prepared”? for him, and, in connection there- 
with, humbled himself, was ‘¢ made like unto his brethren.”?. He became 
susceptible of our feelings and infirmities, was tempted in all points as we 
are; but without sin; that he might know how to suceor them that are 
tempted. That it was possible for the Son of God incarnate thus to hum- 
ble himself and to be qualified to sympathize with us; as our faithful High 
Priest, without assuming an additional spirit of the human nature ; and 
that the assumption of a human body in connection with such humiliation 
of spirit furnishes adequate ground for his being called man, the Son of 
man, &¢. no one can reasonably deny. 
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come (in the volume of the book it is written of me) to do 


thy will, O God. How plain and forcible is this divine. 


testimony ! Is not the last quoted declaration of Christ, re- 
presented as being previous to his actually being in®the 
flesh? Was it not the declaration of the Word that *¢ was 
with God,” and “* was made flesh 2” And is it not the lan- 
guage of inferiority and subjection 2 Here are two dis- 
tinct wills spoken of before the incarnation. The will of 
the Son, in subjection to the will of the Father. Could 
the “ Word” in truth say, J come to dothy will, O God,” 
rather than his own: or could he afterwards say, “* I came 
down from heaven, not to do mine own will,” if his will 
was the same numerical will with that of the Father? 
Surely, then, we are plainly taught in‘the unerring word 
of truth, that he who came down from heaven to do 
the will of God, was and is, in his highest character, a dis- 
tinct being from him whose will he volu ntarily came to do. 


John xvii. 5. And now, O Father, glorify thou me with — 


thine own self, with the glory which [had with thee before 
the world was. Is not the glory, which Christ here prayed 
for, and for which, consequently, he acknowledges his de- 
pendence on the Father, the glory of his highest nature? 
This is certainly the case; for in his highest nature only 
did he exist “before the world was.” But if the Word 
was ever dependent on the Father for his highest glory, he 
must have been atways dependent ; for supreme independ: 
ence is immutable. ‘This prayer of Jesus Christ, there- 
fore, proves that the Word is a distinct being from the Fa- 
ther. -After this prayer was answered, and Jesus glorified 
with-the same glory he had with the Father before the 
world was, he is still distinguished from God in the follow- 


ing passages: Rom.i. 7. 1 Cor. i. 8. xi. 8. 1 Thesviii. 


11. 2 Thes, iii. 5. ii. 16, &e. ~ 
2 Cor. viii. 9. For ye know the grace of our Lord Jesus 


Christ, that though he was rich, yet for your sakes he be- 


came poor, &c. Here the inspired apostle refers to the glo- 
ry of the Son of God before he was made flesh. ‘Moved 
with compassion for us, he laid aside this glory ; * he be- 
came poor.” Surely this cannot, in any sense, be applica- 
ble to the immutable Jehovah. i | 2 
1 Cor, viii. 6. But to us there is but ovz Gop, THE Fa- 
THER, of whom are all things, and we in him}; and one 


Lord Jesus Christ, sy whom are‘all things, and we by . 


him. Is it possible for any language to prove more ex- 
plicitly that there is no trinity of persons in the one God, 
than this? Here we are plainly taught, not only that there 
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is but one God, but that this one God is ‘‘THE FATHER.” 
“Alas! we have still to say with the apostle, “Howbeit 
there is not in every man that knowledge;” for some 
with conscience say to us, the Father alone, is not the one 
God. The one God, is the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 
Here, then, are two different testimonies concerning the 
only living and true God. And which shall we believe ? 
The one inspired by the Holy Ghost ; or that which is de- 
clared by fallible-men? Is there a single passage of 
scripture which declares that the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost are one God? Or that there are three persons in 
the Godhead? Or that the Father alone is not the one 
God? Ifthe doctrine of the Trinity were true, should we 
not find it clearly declared, in at least one-passage? ‘The 
textin 1 John v. 7. (if it were not an interpolation,) does 
not declare either expressly or implicitly, that the Father, 
Word, and Holy Ghost are one God, or one being, or one 
person, or three persons : but simply “‘ these three are one.” 
In what sense they are one, must certainly be determined 
by other passages of scripture. How plainly is the one . 
Lord Jesus Christ, “* sy whom are all things,” distinguish- 
ed from the one God, “or whom are all things.” And how 
perfectly does this harmonize with other parts of the divine 
testimony. ‘‘ God whocreated all things sy Jesus Christ.” 
Eph. iii. 9. By him he saves sinners, and manifests the 
glory ofhis grace, ‘ to the principalities and powers in the 
heavenly places.” Eph. ii. 10. By him he will judge the 
world. Acts xvii. 31. Eph. iv. 5, 6. Here again, the 
‘one God and Father of all, who is above all, and through 
all, and in you all,” is distinguished from the “ one Lord.” 

Col. 1.15, 16. Who is the wmage of the invisible God, the 
first born of every creature; for by him were all things cre- 
ated, &c. Christ Jesus was the image of God, in his 
highest nature, for as such he created the world. Does 
not this expression teach us that he is a distinct being from 
the Father?’ Would the declaration, that a being is the 
image of himself, convey any intelligible idea to the mind? 
Is the word ever so used? [s not every image a represen- 
tation of a distinct object ? Is it not the likeness of ano- 
ther thing 2 If the scriptures revealed that the Son is the 
invisible God, would the apostle have said, he is the image 
or likeness of the invisible God? When one person bears 
a striking resemblance to another, we sometimes say, he 
who has seen one has seen the other. So did our Savior 
say, “he that hath seen me, hath seen the Father ;” and 
with the greatest propriety ; for “* God who commanded the 





36 

light to shine out of darkness, hath shined into our hearts to 
give the light of the knowledge of his glory in the face of 

Jesus Christ.” | apy vel 
“ The first born of every creature.” The apostle proves 
that the Son of God is “ the first born of every creature,” 
by his creating all things. His argument is conclusive ; 
for if “God — created all things by Jesus Christ,” Jesus 
Christ must have existed ‘ before all things.” The passage 

also proves that he was the first born of every creature, 
when he created all things, otherwise, the latter could be — 
no proof of the former. If we refer the phrase “ first born 
of every creature,” to his humanity, it makes the apostle 
argue very absurdly, that Jesus Christ is a man because he 
made all things. It is conceived that every unbiased mind 
must perceive that the apostle has as much reference to the 
highest nature of Christ, when he declares him to be the 
Jirst born of every creature, as when he declares, that “by 
him were all things created.” And we may as well say, it 
was his humanity that created all things, as to say, it was 
his humanity that was the first born of every creature. 
When it is said, that by him all things were created, it is 
manifest that he himself is excepted, who is ‘+ the only be- 
gotten of the Father,” and “ the beginning of the creation 
of God.” Rev. iii. 14. Hert | 
John xvii, 3. And this is life eternal, that they might know 
thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast 
sent. Dves not “‘ the faithful witness” here plainly distin- 
guish between himself, and “ the only true God?’ If Je- 
sus Christ is the only true God, and man in one person, has 
he in this passage borne witness to the truth? Jude 4. 
Denying the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ. 
Here also our Savior is distinguished from the only Lord 
God. John vii. 17. If any man will do his will, he shall 
know of the doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I 
speak of myself. John xiv. 1. Ye believe in God, believe 
also in me. Rom. i.7. Grace to you, and peace from God 
our Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ. Titus ii, 13. 
Looking for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing 
of the great God, and our Savior Jesus Christ. The scrip- 
tures assure us that the second coming of Christ will be at- 
tended with the manifestation of the “ glory of his Father,” — 
as well as the glory of the Son, and of the holy angels. 
Matt. xvi. 27. Rom. xvi. 27. To God only wise, be glory 
through Jesus Christ for ever. Amen. Heb. xii. 28,24. 
To God the judge of all — and to Jesus the meditator, &c. 
1 Tim. ul. 5. For there is one God, and one meditator, be- 
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tween God and men, the mar Christ Jesus. Rev. 1. 9. 
For the word of God, and for the testimony of Jesus Christ. 
Rey. y. 13. Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power be 
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb 
for ever and ever. . If Jesus Christ or the Lamb, is the ve- 
ry same being that sitteth upon the throne, is not the last 
clause superfluous and without meaning? Rev. xix. 138— 
16. Here our Savior is called the ** Word of God,” the 
“King of kings and Lord of lords.” Are not these titles. 
descriptive of his very highest character? Yet this King of 
kings and Lord of lords ; this Word of God is plainly dis- 
tinguished in the 15th verse, from the “ Aumicury Gop.” 
While we give to the Son of God the glory due to his name; 
let us receive his own testimony, that the Father is ‘the 
only true God;”’ “for of him, and through him, and to him, 
are all things, to whom be glory for ever.. Amen.” 





CHAPTER VII: 


Containing an examination of the divine testimony re- 
specting the inruriority of the highest character of the 
Son to that of the Father. 


John xiv. 28. My Father is greater than]. The views 
of some of our dear christian brethren oblige them to con- 
sider this declaration as referring to the mediatorial character 
of Jesus Christ, in distinction from his highest nature. This 
is conceding that Jesus Christ, as mediator, is not the su- 
-preme God; consequently ,the argument, that he must be the 
supreme God in order to be a competent mediator, and to 
make an adequate atonement, is given up. Let it, howev- 
er; be seriously considered, whether Jesus Christ could in 
truth say this, if he is supreme God and man in one: per- 
son. Must not the pronoun I, in reference to that one per-— 
son, necessarily include all the attributes of that one per- 
son, if Jesus Christ makes no distinction here between one 
nature and another, nor between a lower and -higher cha- 
racter? The connection of the passage,. clearly shows, 
that our Savior here spoke in reference to his highest cha- 
yacter. ‘If ye loved me, ye would rejoice, because I said, 
I go unto my Father, for my Father is greater than 1.” 
Does not Jesus here teach his disciples, that they ought to 
rejoice because he was going to enjoy.a happier state, and 
that his felicity in the society of his Father, would arise 
from the superior glory of the Father 2? Does not the 
contiexion plainly teach, that the Father would be greater 
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than the Son in that stateto which he was going ? If we 
do not admit this, the whole force and propriety of the pas- 
sage is destroyed. If it is admitted, it proves the inferior- 
tly of the Son, in his highest nature ; for as certainly as 
his prayer was answered, John xvii. 5. he was immediate- 
ly glorified with the glory he had with the Father+*before 
the world was,” which was the glory of his divine nature. 
John x. 27—29. My sheep hear my voice, and I know 
them, and they follow me; and 1 give unto them eternal 
life; and they shall never perish, neither shall any man- 
pluck them out.of my hand. If Jesus Christ is the supreme 
God, could he add anything to this declaration to show the 
perfect and eternal security of his sheep? Yet he adds, 
** My Father which gave them to me, is greater than alls 
and no man is able to pluck them out of my Father’s hand.” 
Is it not in his highest nature and character that the Son 
of God gives his sheep eternal life? And does he not in the 
most unequivocal manner testify, that he is in that nature 
and churacter inferior to the Father ?. If, however, we sup- 
pose Jesus Christ did not here speak of himself in his high- 
est. nature, (for which supposition I cannot perceive the 
least shadow of evidence,) still according to the doctrine of 
the Trinity, he could not say, “ My Father —is greater 
than all; for, according to that doctrine, the Father is 
neither greater than the Word, or the Holy Spirit, who are 
considered distinct persons from him. . sis 
_ John y. 17—23. Here we find the unbelieving: Jews 
charging the holy Jesus with “making himself equal with 
God,” because he said, “‘ that God was his Father.” Did 
Jesus Christ admit their inference to be a just one? 
Let us again hear ‘* the faithful witness” in his answer to 
this charge : “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son can 
do nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do.”* 
‘There can be no reasonable doubt that the highest nature 
and character of the Son was here the subject of dispute. 
At the very same time that Jesus in the most solemn, plainand 
positive manner, declared his entire dependence on his Fa- 
ther, he assures us he is to be honored as the Father on ac- 
count of all judgment being committed to him: which honor 
and worship is certainly to be paid to his highest character. 
John x. 30.38. Here the Jews charged our blessed Re- 
deemer with blasphemy, and with making himself God, be- 


* Was this suffering the mistake of the Jews to pass“ uncorrected ?” 
See a Sermon by Mr, ‘Thomas Baldwin,on the deity of Christ, page 14, 
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cause he said unto them, “ I and my Father are one :” not- 
withstanding Jesus in the very next verse before, had as- 
sured them that his Father was “ greater than all.” But 
let us hear the reply of the Savior : “« Jesus answered them, 
Is it not written in your law, I said, Ye are gods? If he 
called them gods unto whom the word of God came, and 
the scripture cannot be broken; say ye of him whom the 
Father”—what ? declares to be the supreme God, or the se- 
cond in a trinity of equal persons? No; but ‘whom the 
Father hath sanctified, and sent into the world, thou © 
blasphemest, because I said, I am the Son of God?” Ob- 

serve that the highest title Jesus here claimed or indeed 

ever claimed in his conferences with the Jews is the Son of 
God. 

Mr. Stuart supposes that the term Son of God is not ex- 
pressive of the highest nature of our Lord, and admits that 
the Jews misconstrued the words of Christ on these occa- » 
sions. He represents that “ prudence would not permit” 
of “ his advancing claims to a truly divine character” on 
these occasions. But how does this sentiment agree with 
the fact that what he did say enraged them so much, that 
they sought to kill him immediately by stoning? As Jesus 
“knew what was in man,” he must have known that his ad- 
vancing the claim of being “the son of God,” would. actual- 
ly produce the same effect in their minds, as if he had real- 
ly claimed to he ‘‘ equal with God :” for this was the fact, 
and their utmost rage was excited. It is equally evident, 
that they were in no more favorable condition to hear 
with candor the claims Jesus did advance, than to hear and 
examine claims to to a higher character. It appears to me, 
therefore; that the motive which Mr, Stuart supposes to have 
influenced our Savior to withhold his testimony to his high- 
est character on this occasion did not exist.* 

_ One of the declarations of our Lord, which occasioned 
the charge of the Jews, was, “I and my Father are one.” 
Now, if he meant, as some suppose, that he and his Father 
are one being, the Jews did not misconstrue his words ; 
but then it would have been necessary for Jesus to have 
supported this sense of the passage by a very different rea- 
son than that the Father had sanctified and sent him into — 
the world ; which is the language of dependence and inferi- 
ority, and can never be construed to afford any argument 
in favor of supreme divinity. A Trinitarian would argue; 


* Letters to Miller, pages 145—148, - 
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Jesus Christ and the Father are one, because they are ‘the 
same numerical essence,” or because they are equal per- 
sons in the Godhead; and if this weretrue, no doubt Jesus 
Christ would have argued in the same manner. The holy 
Son of God is perfectly one with the Father, i.ve. united 
with him in the glorious work of redeeming love, and in 
everything appertaining to the divine government. It is im- 
possible for me to reconcile the solemn asseveration, that 
“the Son can do nothing of himself,” with either. ** pru= 
dence”’ or truth ; (considering that Jesus said this, when his 
highest character was the subject of disputation, and when 
he claimed to:be honored in some sense as the Father ;) 
without believing that he is, in his most exalted nature, in= 
ferior to the Father. vet 

Suppose a number of persons were now assembled to’dis- 
cuss the important subject under consideration. Some af- 
firm, and others deny that Jesus Christ is the supreme 
God. Suppose ‘ the faithful witness” himself should come 
into this assembly, and say, ‘* Verily, verily, the Son can 
do nothing of himself ;’’ would not this suffice to terminate 
the discussion? My brethren, the words of Jesus Christ 
must determine the point, whether we admit that — 
nation or not. 

Matt. xx. 23. To sit on my right hand, and on my lef; 
is not mine to give ; but it shall be given to them for whom 
it is prepared of my Father. Matt. xxvi. 53. ‘Thinkest 
thou that I cannot now pray to my Father, and ‘he shall 
presently give me more than twelve legions: of angels. 
John xiv. 13. And whatsoever ye shall ask inmy name that 
will I do, that the Father may be glorifiedin the Son. John 
viii. 49—58. I honor my Father, &c. I seek not mine 
own glory.—If 1 honor myself, my honor is nothing: it is 
my Father that honoreth me. I know him-and keep: his 
saying.—Before Abraham was I am. . The last declaration 
which certainly refers to the highest character of the Sa+ 
vior, is in immediate connection with thé preceding expres- 
sions of inferiority to the Father, and manifestly teaches 
us that the very same nature: that was before Abraham is 
dependent on the Father, and in all things seeks; as his 
_ first object, his Father’s honor and not his own. Jesus does | 
not give the Jews the least intimation, whereby they might 


understand that in one sentence he referred to one nature, — 


and in another sentence to a different nature. yk at 
Mark xiii. 832. But of that day, and that hour knoweth no 
man, no not the angels which are in heayen, neither the Son 
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but the Farner, Observe here the gradation in the scale 
of being. Man, Angels, Son, Father. It is easy, indeed, to say 
that the Savior did not know of that day as man, but he . 
knew it as God. But for the truth’s sake, let us first reflect 
what authority we have for saying this. Did Jesus Christ 
say this? Certainly if this were the truth, it was perfectly 
easy for the faithful and true witness to have declared it. 
Could his disciples have understood him in this sense? He 
first told them no man knew it; it would, therefore, have 
been a needless repetition to have added, “neither the 
Son,” if the import was as man. Surely this is one of the 
last passages in which we are to expect a repetition of ideas, 
where there is such a marked distinction in thescale of be- 
ing. Besides, our Lord teaches us that the Father only 
knew of that day. But this is not true, if, as some suppose, 
the Father, Word, and Holy Spirit are three persons in one 
God; for, according to this, the Word or Son knew it 
equally with the Father. It makes no difference whether 
we consider the term Word or Son, as the distinctive appel- 
lation in the Godhead; in either case, it would still be untrue 
that the Father only knew of that day. Here, then, we have 
the testimony of Jesus himself, that he is, in nia highest na- 
ture, inferior to the Father in knowledge. We have also 
the same divine testimony, John v. 19. John xvii. 2. Matt. 
xxvill. 18, &c. that he is inferior to himin power. He has 
indeed, (as Mr. Stuart acknowledges a derived being may 
have) “such an unlimited communicatien of power and 
knowledge and wisdom, that he may govern worlds.” He 
knows all things, in a vastly higher sense than christians 
* know all things.”’ 1 John ii. 20. 

- John vi. 38. For I came down from heaven, not to do 
mine own will, but the will of him that sent me. Jesus 
Christ does not say he entered “‘ upon the duties ofany pub- 
lic office,” not to do his own will, &c. but I came down 
from heaven, not to do mine own will, &c. It is indeed 
said of John the Baptist, as Mr. S. renner: “there was a 
man sent from God ;” and ‘“‘ the same came to witness,” &c. 
But was it ever said of John, or any other prophet but Jesus 
Christ, that he “came down from heaven?” Surely, then, 
these words of our dear Redeemer, which fully express in- 
feriority to the Father, must be referred to the Worn, 
which * was with God” before*he was made flesh. Mr. 8. 
indeed, implicitly admits that Christ’s being sent by the Fa- 
ther refers to his highest nature ; for he considers the terms. 
“ sending and being sent,” as proof of distinct persons in 
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_ the Godhead.*: Will Mr. 8. affirm that these terms furnish 


more. proof of distinct persons than they do of distinct be- 
ings ? 

Heb. Ist chap. We have already remarked, that. the 
design of the apostle in this chapter, is to-exhibit the Son of 
God in his highest nature and most glorious character. In 
order to excite the attention of the Hebrews to Him who is 
‘““the body” of all those ceremonies and sacrifices’ which 
were only the ‘ shadows of good things to come;” he. xe- 
joices to set him forth in his unrivalled glory aboye all other 
creatures. But the inspired writer as clearly teaches.us, 
that for these high titles and perfections the Son is depend- 
ent on the Father, and inferior to him. Is he “ heir of 
all things?” He is ‘‘ appointed” such by the Father. Has 
he ‘‘ made the worlds?” It was the Father who made the 
worlds By him, Is he ‘‘ better than the angels? He is 
‘‘ made” so by the Father. Is he the Son of God, the 


brightness of the Father’s glory and the express image of | 


his person? He is the ‘* first begotten” of the Father. Is 
he the object of angelic worship? It is by the command. of 
the Father. Is hé called God? It is as “ the Son,” who 
is begotten of the Father, who is declared to be his God, 
and to have anointed him with the oil of gladness above his 
fellows. ~ 3 tid 
Dear christian brethren, let us not be so positive that our 
present views are correct, as to prevent our perceiving the © 
true import of the divine testimony, endeavoring only to res 
concile that testimony with our system. Let us feel that it 
is possible at least, that our system may be erroneous; and 
that the opposition we feel to a particular doctrine, may 
arise from wrong inferences drawn from that doctrine. It 
is indeed easy to-say, that every passage relating to Christ 
which expresses inferiority, refers to his human nature. 
But shall we say this without any regard to the connection 
of truth, in manifest violation of the testimony. of the Holy 
Spirit in that connection? Is it not a violation of scripture 
and reason, to refer those passages which clearly teach the 
inferiority-of the Son in that state in which he existed he: - 
fore his incarnation, toa nature which had. then no exist- 
ence? The word of truth plainly shews us that when he 
made the worlds, he was used as thelgrand agent of the Fa- 
ther. Heb. i. 2. Eph. iii..9. That he enjoyed glory 
with the Father before the world was, for which he was de- 
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pendent on the Father. John xvii..5. And that before he 
“ was made flesh,” his own will was perfectly subjected to 
that of his Father... Ps. xl.7, 8. 

My esteemed brother Stuart, of whose sincere dente to 
advocate the pure truth of God; I have no doubt, makes 
some remarks on this chapter, which I desire, “in the spirit 
of meekness,”’ to notice. He admits that the same person 

_ who is called God, here calls another person his God ; and 
observes, that ‘‘as the Messiah, the anointed King, he - 
might, with the greatest propriety call Jehovah his God ; 
for as Messiah he is to be considered as incarnate ; and of 
course subordinate.” Now let it be candidly considered, 
whether it is not as ‘: the anointed King,” that he is called 
God in the 45th Psalm, which is quoted in the first chapter 

tothe Hebrews! It is evident to me that the term God is 

_here used as a refative title, signifying his glorious domin- 

ien and high authority in that very mediatorial kingdom in 
which he is acknowledged to be subordinate. If so, is there 
not the same evidence, that as God he is subordinate, as 
that he is so.as Messiah or anointed King? And is not 
this the obvious import of the passage, if read without. re- 
gard to any system! ‘ Thy throne, O God, is for ever 

_and ever: the scepter of thy kingdom. is a right scepter. 
Thou lovest righteousness and hatest iniquity ; therefore 
God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness 

above thy fellows.” The objection which may be made to 
his being called God, unless he is supreme Deity, vanish- 
es, when we consider that the same title is applied to rulers 

of a vastly inferior order. Ps. Ixxxii. 1, &c. 

Must not all the prayers of our Lord be considered. as. 
-proof of his dependence on the Father, in respect even to 
his highest nature? How can we account for his always 
praying to the Father, rather than to the Word, ifboth are 
perfectly equal? Or rather, how can we account for his 
praying at all, if he was the supreme God and man in one 

person ? Did Martha believe that she was addressing the 
eternal God, when she said, ‘I know that even now, what- 
soefer thou wilt.ask of God, God will give it thee ?” 

John x.17, 18. Here Jesus declares he had power to 
lay down his life, and power to take it again. Must not 
this be the power of his highest nature? Yet he adds, 
** this commandment (rommission*) have I received of my 
Father.” John y. 26. For as the Father hath life in him- 
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self, so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself) 1 — 
do not know any passage, referable to Christ, which ex- 
presses anything like self-existence so much as this. - If he’ 
is supreme God and man in one person, why did ‘he not | 
say, as the Father hath life in himself, so hath the Son life 
in himself? But how careful is “ the faithful witness” to 
assure us, that the life he has in himself, is given him of 
the Father. If he was supreme Deity, could he need life 
from another’? Let the serious enquirer after truth, read 
this passage and the connection, from the 19th to the 30th 
verses, and he will observe that the very same person who 
is to be honored as the Father, and who is to raise the dead 
declares, “‘ I can of mine own self do nothing. I seek not 
mine own will, but the will of the Father which hath sent 
mae o:. 
Phil. ii. 6. This passage is urged with the greatest con- 
* fidence, as conclusive proof of the supreme Deity of Christ; 
as if the term “equal’’ is never used but in the most literal 
and unlimited sense. But is this the case? Ps. Iv. 13. 
David speaks of ‘a man mine equal.” “Now, whoever this 
person was, he certainly was not perfectly equal with the 
king. So Luke xx. 36. The saints in glory are said to be 
‘equal unto the angels;” but surely this cannot mean per- 
fect equality. ey i. 
But it is conceded by pious and learned christians of dif- 
ferent sentiments, that our translation of this passage is 
neither a just expression of the sense of the original, nor 
consistent with the scope of the apostle’s reasoning. Mr. 
Doddridge in his Family Expositor, considers the words 
“‘to be equal with God” as an improper translation: and 
that they ought to be rendered, “ to be and appear as God.” 
‘“¢So, (he remarks) cz @ea is most exactly rendered, 
“agreeably to the force of see in many places in the Septua- 
‘gint, which Dr. Whitby bas collected in his note on this 
place. ‘he proper Greek phrase for equal to God is trov 
te ©ea, which is used, John v.18. Mr. Pierce thus par- 
‘aphrases the clause before us, “He was not eager in Te- 
taining that likeness to God,” of which he was before pos- 
sessed.” Heri 
The learned Macknight in his translation of the Epistles, 
‘agrees with Doddridge. He renders the passage, “ To be 
‘like God. So (he says) ro ewat tra ©ea, literally signifies. 
For Whitby hath proved in the clearest manner, thats is 
used adverbially by the LXX. to express likeness, but not 
equality, the proper term for which is:zov. So that if the 
apostle had meant to say, equal with God, the phrase 
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would have been izov ©z@, as we have it in John v.18, vor 
favtoy motay ta Oca, making himself equal with God.” He 
farther. remarks, ‘ if oegy Ges, signifies the nature of God, 
and iva @sa, the being equal with God, the apostle hath 
said of Christ, Who having the same nature and perfec- 
tions with God, thought it no robbery to be equal with 
God in nature and perfections. But thisis a tautology, 
which cannot be imputed to so accurate a writer as St: 
Paul.” . 

The whole scope of this interesting testimony is incon+ 
sistent with the idea of perfect equality, which would. cer- 
tainly be tmmutable ; whereas the apostle exhibits a real 
and great change in the condition of the Son of God as an 
example of humility to the Philippians. Let the same 
_ mind be in you which was in Jesus Christ, who being in 
the form (or “the image) of the invisible God,” thought not 
the being like God, a thing to be seized, or ‘a thing to be 
greedily sought or appropriated ;’? but made himself of no 
reputation, é&c. “ He divested himself. ‘Eavroy exevace, 
literally, he emptied himself.”* There was once an awful 
example of pride exhibited to the “ powers in the heavenly 
places,” by “the angels that kept not their first estate.” 
But the counsels of redeerning love unfolded to the intelli- 
gent universe, the most affecting example of humility that 
ever was, or probably ever will be exhibited. He who “is 
the image of the invisible God, the first born of every crea- 
ture,” the well beloved, and only begotten Son of God, 
moved with compassion for our miserable race, “came 
down from heaven,” ‘‘ was made flesh.” ©‘ He humbled 
himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of 
the cross,” to declare the righteousness of God, ‘* that he 
might be just and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus.” 
Thus he opened the door of our prison, and Justice permit- 
ted the Angel of mercy to enter, “to proclaim liberty to the 
captives.” Oh, what love is here! He who was rich 
became poor, that we through his poverty might be made 
rich. Here was real humility ; nota mere show or ap- 
pearance of it. What a spectacle was presented to the 
intelligent universe when the Son of God, ‘‘ the first born 
ofevery creature,” actually expired on the cross ! 

But does not all the beauty and glory of this affecting 
scene vanish, and does not all the force of the apostle’s 
reasoning sink away, if we suppose that Jesus Christ never 
existed, before ‘* he took upon him the form ofa servant ;” 
or if we suppose he existed only as the supreme immutable 
' * Macknight. 
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Jehovah ? Can we possibly believe that the real change 
of condition, the real. humbling, or emptying of himself, 
ascribed in the word of truth to the Son, in reference to his. 
coming down from heaven, can ever be ascribed to him 
‘¢ with whom there is no variableness, neither shadow of 
turning 7” Can we believe that the supreme Deity “ made 
himself of no reputation ?” Does the inspired apostle teach — 
us this? Does he not teach us that the very same person who 
humbled himself, is exalted by God as the reward of hu-- 
miliation and suffering? Is not the worship offered him, 
“« to.the glory of God the Father?” If we read this por- 
tion of divine truth, unbiased by pre-conceived opinion, 
can we possibly avoid the conclusion, that the person who 
humbled himself, is a distinct being from him who exalted 
him as the reward of his humiliation? Or can we avoid 
the conclusion, that he who has the name given him, is a 
distinct being from him who gave him that name? Or, 
that he who is worshiped, ‘is a distinct being from him, for 
whose glory he is worshiped ? If Jesus Christ is the su- 
preme Deity ; who is that other being of whom the apostle 
speaks, who exalted him, who gave him a name, and for 
whose glory he is worshiped ? gis 

It is evident, that it was the voluntary actual parting 
with the glory which he had with the Father before the 
world was, and for which he afterwards prayed ; and in 
his unparalleled sufferings and death, that the real humil- _ 
ity consisted, which the apostle exhibits to christians, as an 
example worthy, as far as possible, of their imitation. 

Mr. Stuart supposes that Christ, as supreme God, “made 
himself of no reputation.” Apparently convinced of the im- 
propriety of such a sentiment, however, he adds, ‘*Yet, how 
incompetent must these translations be! So far as Christ 
is the immutable God he cannot change; 1. e. he eannot 
divest himself of his essential perfections,” &c.* Here let 
it be noticed, that Mr. S. considers not only our transla- 
tion, but the original inspired truth tncomreTENT! He 
says the original “ means, as we translate it, made himself 
of no reputation.” 1 solemnly ask, must not that be an 
unjustifiable attachment to system, which influences us, 
when we are brought into the dilemma, cither to charge 
our own system, or to charge the word of God with in- 
competency, to prefer the latter? I would ask that respect- 
ed writer, was not Jesus actually divested of that glory 
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which he prayed to be restored to him, John xvii. 5,2 And 
where, I ask, is that example of humility which the apostle 
sets forth in such an affecting manner, if there was no real 
change of condition? Mr. S. observes, “he may veil the 
brightness of his glories for a time,” &c. But does this re« 
_ presentation accord with the scriptures of truth? Are we 
taught, that when the Son of God appeared, the glories of 
supreme Deity were veiled for a time? Or did Mortals 
then behold “the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,” 
in a manner they never beheld it before? Was it not then 
that the glory of ‘the invisible God” shone with such ex- 
celling luster that even the angels desired to look into it? 
Let us then view the incarnate Son of God, not as “an in- 
tervening cloud” which obscures for a while the luster of 
the divine perfections, but rather as “ the bright and morn- 
ing Star,” which reflects them.with peculiar radiance. * 

1 Cor. xv. 24—28. Here the apostle exhibits to our 
view that solemn and interesting period, when our glori- 
ous King and Mediator, having reigned until. all enemies 
.are put under his feet, “ shall have delivered up the king- 
dom to God, even the Father; when he shall have put 
down all rule, and all authority and power.””—«'Then shall 
the Son also himself be subject unto him. that put all 
things under him, that God may be anu rn ALL.” Let us 
examine this testimony as humble enquirers after truth. 
Are we not here taught, that the Son is a distinct being 
from the Father, and inferior to him? Is it possible: for 
language to express this more explicitly? Could the in- 
‘spired apostle have made such a declaration as this, if he 
hhad been taught by the Holy Spirit that the Son was 
“God and man in one person forever?” Shall we say, 
that the Son, as it respects his humanity only, shall be 
subject? But why did not the inspired apostle say this? 
We have equal proof that something more than humanity 
will be subject to the Father, as we have that something 
_ more than humanity will accomplish all the arduous and 
glorious work of the mediatorial kingdom. 'The Son, the 
. very same Son of God, who reigns and triumphs over all 
enemies, is to be subject to him who put all things under 
him.’ Here is a person, a being, subject to the eternal Ma- 
jesty. If then, the Son is God and-man im one insepara- 
ble person, who, and where is that person, that being of 
whom the apostle speaks, who is to be subject to him who 
is ALL IN ati? Do we say that it isthe man Christ Jesus? 
Is then the man Christ Jesus, to exist eternally as “the 
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Son,” a distinct person or being from his highest nature, 
whatever that nature may be? We must certainly view 
him who is subject to the infinite Majesty, asa distinct 
being; or it is obvious, that our views have no accord- 
ance with those of the apostle. Moreover, if “the only 
true God” is triune, why did not the inspired writer as- 
sure us, that Christ shall deliver up the kingdom to God, 
even the Father, Word and Holy Ghost? How plainly 
does his testimony in this passage harmonize with that in 
another, “ to us there is one God the Father?” While it 
is impossible for me to reconcile this part of divine truth 
with Trinitarian views, it appears perfectly harmonious 
with the analogy of truth. ‘The glorious’ Spirit ‘‘ called 
the Word of God;” ‘the only begotten Son of God ;” 
“the first born of every creature,” was made flesh, took 
the nopy prepared for him by the Father, accomplished 
the work given him to do on earth, and now in his glori- 
fied body, is “at the right hand of the Majesty on high,” 
reigning until he hath put all enemies under his feet. Then 
shall he deliver up the kingdom to God, ever the FaTHER, 
and “put down all rule and all authority and power;” and 
thus be more manifestly subject to the Father, **that God 
may be ALL IN ALL.” oF 
Although the Son of God, who is King in Zion, is hon- 
_ oted with appropriate titles of dignity and glory, he is dis- 
tinguished from ‘the. only true God,” by the followin 
titles of supremacy which belong to “the invisible God” 
alone. | 
Jehovah. Whose name alone is Jehovah. Ps. lxxxiil. 19. 
The eternal God. Deut. xxxill. 27, ah 
Most high God. Mark v.7. Dan. y. 18. eek 
God alone. Ps. Ixxxvi. 10. Isa. xxxvil. 16. Lord 
alone. Neh. ix, 6. erage 
- God of heaven. Dan. ii. 44. " 
Besides me there is no God. Isa. xliv. 6. ted 
Who only hath immortality. 1 ‘Tim. vi. 1G i 0a 
The only true God. John xvii. 3. pOURN 
The King eternal, immortal, invisible. 1 ‘Tim. i 17. 
The only wise God. 1 Tim. 1.17. ae? 
* _ Lord God omnipotent. Rev. xix. 6. et 
Blessed and only Potentate. 1 Tim.-vi. 15S* 4 
, ; ¥ Te ae 
* TE any suppose that. this is referable to Jesus Christ, thé) contrary 
will appear by observing that the apostle, speaks of an obieet shown, ais 
a person who shows i. Christ is the object exbibited. 4 he Father w 
in his time will show him, is the blessed and quly Potentate, 
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One God and Father of all. Eph. iv. 6: 

The only Lord God: » Jude 4. . 

There is but one God, the Father. 1 Cor. viii. 6. 

The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; 2 Cor. 
Xl. 3k. if 


CHAPTER VIII. 


Containing remarks on the connection of the scriptural tes- 
timony of the character of the Son of God with the 
other doctrines of revealed truth: 


It is alleged by Trinitarians, dg a confirmation of the 
correctness of their views, that those views only can be 
made to harmonize with all the important truths of the 
gospel. I was orice of the opinion that the doctrine of 
Jesus Christ’s supreme Deity, was essential to several im- 
portant doctrines revealed in the word of God. But I 
always felt a difficulty in attempting to reconcile it with 
the divine unity. “And I may confidently appeal to every 
candid reader to determine, whether the views advocated 
in these pages, or the views of Trinitarians bést accord 
with the important truth “'To us, there is “but ont Gop 
THE FaTnHeR.” Without reference to any particular sys- 
tem, let any christian candidly consider, whether he can 
possibly conceive of three equal persons; without conceiy- 
ing of three equal beings ? Can we conceive of three equal 
persons, each of which is God; without conceiving of three 
equal Gods? Or can we coiiceive of the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost, as together constituting the only true 
God, ‘without ¢onceiving that the Father alone is not the 
“one God? Far be it, that we should pry into those “ secret 
things” which belong to God ; but « the things which are 
revealed” are for us and for our children fo understand. 
Anid what is more plainly revealed thant the truth, that 
“there is but one God THe Fatuer ?” . : 

It is indeed observed, that the word person is used 
“merely from the poverty of language,” and that « we 
speak of persons in the Godhead; to express that which 
im some respect or other corresponds to persons as applied 
to men.” It is admitted that the word “ persons as ap- 
plied to men” always signifies distinct beings. ‘Can we 
then, have ari idea of three equal divine persons, without 
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having an idea, which in some respect supposes. three 


equal Gods? If we have an idea analogous to three equal 
persons, we must certainly have an idea analogous’ to 
three equal beings, which 1s. to have an idea analogous to 
the greatest error in the world. If we use “ the language 
of approximation,” let it be that which approximates to 
truth and not to error. When it is said, ‘* God is angry 
with the wicked,” (although we know that the mind of the 
Deity cannot be affected with the passion of anger as we 
are,) no idea is conveyed to the mind which is contrary to 
any revealed truth, but an idea perfectly, harmonious. with 
that truth. The expression impresses the mind, with an 
idea of God’s holy oppesition to sia. But the proposition, 
that there are three persons in the Deity, if it convey any 
idea at all, must certainly impress the mind. with am idea 
opposed to the revealed truth of the divine unity... salt, 
"The efficacy of “rue AronpmENr”. is supposed by 
many to depend on the union of the Deity with: the man 
Christ Jesus in one person. It must be conceded, that the 
necessity of such a uniom is no where. expressly. revealed 
in the scriptures. The necessity. of it is inferred by the 
following mode of reasoning + Sin is en infinite evil. Jus- 
tice requires infinite satisfaction, No finite being cam ten- 
der it. An adequate mediator must therefore be an, anfi- 
nite being. It is obvious, that, according. to this state- 
ment, there must be two infinite beings; or the infinite Je- 


hovah must himself mediate between, himself and fallen 


man, or all mankind must perish. The two first suppo- 
sitions are unscriptural and.absurd. The latter, the infi- 
nite love of God hath. prevented. It must be admitted that 
sin is an infinite evil in this sense, that it is. opposed to in- 
finite benevolence, and in its.own nature tends to preduce 
general disorder in. the universe. But it is not an infinite 


evil, because it is the act of an infinite being. Now, if: 


sin is to be viewed as an infinite evil, though not the act 
of an infinite being, because of its. nature and tendency.; 
must not the atonement’ ofthe Son of God, on the, very 
same principle, be considered as an. infinite atonement, 
though not the aet of an infimte being, because its.nature 
and tendency. is to honor the infinite perfections. of Jeho- 
vah, and. produce infinite order and blessedness,, in the 
universe ! , ROTI oe 
~ It is also argued, “if the most exalted, creature be, de- 
pendent on God, for his existence and faculties, it is obyi- 

ous that he is bound to, love and serve him, with all these 
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faculties ; and if, when he has served, his Maker to. the 
extent of his power, he has done no more than his duty, 
it is evident, that he can make no proper satisfaction for 
the offences of cthers.” It must be admitted, that the 
Son of God, “ who is the image of the invisible God, the 
first born of every creature,” was ever under, obligation to 
“do always those things which please” God. But it was 
not his duty to humble himself, and suffer and die on his 
own account. ‘he tenor of that law of love by which the 
Infinite governs all intelligences appears to be, Obey and 
live. Disobey and die. But the sinner’s friend knew.no 
sin himself. Justice required no tear of sorrow, no suffer- 
ing of the holy and well beloved Son of God, much less 
that unspeakable grief, and those overwhelming agonies 
which he endured when “‘ the chastisement of our peace 
was upon him.” His humiliation, suffering, and death, 
were a voluntary sacrifice for the most slorious end, even 
to-manifest the harmony of the perfections of God in the 
_ Salvation of men. “ ‘To declare—his righteousness, that 
he might be just and the justifier of him which believeth 
in Jesus.” What a glorious view of the perfection and 
immutability of the holy law of God was exhibited to the 
powers in the heavenly places, when they heard their Lord 
and Maker say, “ Lo, I come,” &c. What a view of the. 
love of God to man, when they saw his*beloved Son ex- 
pire on the cross! 

And now we ask, since he who is the most glorious be- 
ing in the universe, God only excepted, hath magnified 
and honored the law by his own real humiliation and 
obedience unto death; what has reason to allege against 
God having mercy “on whom he will have mercy,” and 
pardoning every penitent, believing sinner? Who shall 
limit the creative power of Jehovah, (before whom the na- 
“tions of the earth are as a drop of the bucket) and say, 
that it is impossible for him to create a being of such vast 
dignity and glory, whose voluntary humiliation and obedi- 
ence and sufferings, shall be adequate to display his jus- 
tiee in pardoning the penitent sinner? How precious is 
the following testimony: “ After that the kindness and 
love of Gop our Savior toward man appeared, not by 
works of righteousness which we have done, but accord- 
ing to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of regene- 
ration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost; which he shed 
on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Savior; that 
beitig justified by his grace, we should be made heirs ac- 
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cording to the hope of eternal life.” Titus ii,4—-7, ‘Bles- 
sed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who 
hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly 
places in Christ; according as he hath chosen us in him 
before the’ foundation of the world, that we should be holy, 
and without blame before him in loye: haying predestinat- 
ed us unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to him- 
self, according to, the good pleasure of his will, to the 
praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he hath made us 
accepted in the beloved; in whom we. haye redemption 
through his blood, the forgiyeness of sins, according to the 
riches of his grace,” Eph. i. 3—7, ie 
It is admitted by our Trinitarian brethren, that accord- 
ing to their views, all the real obedience, and sufferings, 
and death of the Son of God, were only human, Indeed, 
it is abgurd to suppose that the supreme Deity is capable 
-of actual suffering. Where then, we ask, is that peculiar 
loye of God in the gift of his Son, to suffer and die for us, 
of which the scriptures speak? . Where that glorious dig- 
nity of the real sufferer, which the scriptural representa- 
tion excites us to behold and admire? Does not the di- 
vine testimony represent that the great love of God to us 
was manifested by the greatness of the gift? ‘Thanks be 
to God-for his unspeakable gift.” ‘* Herein is love, not that 
we loved God, but that he first. loved us, and gave his Son 
to be the propitiation for our sins.” ‘ The blood of Jesus 
Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin.” ‘* We have a 
great High \Priest that is passed into the heavens, Jesus 
the Son of God.” ‘* For God ‘so loved the world that he 
gave his only begotten Son,” &c, Does not the opinion 
that the term Son of God, signifies. only human nature 
miraculously begotten, divest all these passages of their pe- _ 
culiar force and beauty? Does it not diminish the love 
of God in the gift of his Son in an unspeakable degree? 
Can any unbiased mind avoid perceiving that the scriptures - 
of truth plainly teach us, that it was the very same glori- 
ous character that was with the Father before the world 
was, that “ came down from heaven,” who really and ac- 
tually humbled himself, and suffered and died on the 
cross ? | } ek Mncaaaiaaat 
_ Another serious objection to the views of our Trinitarian 
brethren. may now be considered. After the most diligent 
and prayerful examination of this important subject, it does 
appear to me, that the doctrine of the Trinity presents no 
adequate ‘+ Mediator between God and man.” I am fully 
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‘aware that the impressions of Trinitarians on this subject 
are just the reverse. But the ‘cause of this, 1 apprehend 
is, that they have not sufficiently considered that a Media- 
tor, must be viewed in distinction from both parties at 
wariance. They consider the Mediator as the supreme 
God himself, united to the man Jesus. But this is tepug- 
nant td all just ideas of mediatorship; for a mediator is 
‘One that intervenes between other persons. So the scrip- 
tures represent that there is ‘one Mediator between God 
arid men.” A person cannot mediate or intercede for — 
himself; The Mediator between God and men, therefore, — 
whoever he is, must be viewed as distinct from both. The 
Mediator, consequently, according to the doctrine of the 
Trinity is a mere man, and all his humiliation and suffer- 
ings, his death, and his intercession, can have no other 
‘Virtue or merit than that of simple holy humanity. And 
Gah such a mediator bé adequate to the important purpose 
of savitig rebel maii consistently with thé holy perfections 
of God? Cah the offering of simple humanity, the offer- 
ing of a single man, be a competent “ propitiation for the 
sins of the whole world?” Was this all the displeasure 
manifested against sin by infinite holiness, when darkness 
overshadowed the mount of Calvary, and the- rending 
rocks proclainied that Jesus had expired? Nay, verily, 
for surely this was the Son of God.” ‘This was “ the 
image of the invisible God, the fitst born of every crea- 
ture,” “ by whom also he made the worlds.” | 
~The best writers on Atonement, consider it an essential 
principle, that the sufferings and death of the Meditator, 
must exhibit to the universe, the evil nature of sin, and 
the perfection of the law of God, as clearly and fully, as 
the execution of the penalty of the law on all transgres- 
sors would have done. Now, can any person capable of 
reflection, suppose that the most acute sufferings of a sin- 
gle’ holy man, for a few years, can manifest the holiness 
of the law, the evil of sin, and the divine displeasure 
against it, as much as the entire. destruction ~of the whole 
human race’? It is easy, indeed, to say, that the union of 
Deity with humanity give virtue to his sufferings. But 
whatever union we imagine to exist between Deity and 
humanity, unless’ we suppose a union, by which Deity 
should be really humbled and actually suffer; it is obvious 
that the whole suffering, which is the ground of atonement 
is merely human ; and thusit is demonstrated that there can 
be no more virtue or efficacy in the atonement than that of 
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simple humanity. , Ii-is indeed an. important truth, that 
dignity of character, rather. than quantity of suffering, 
gives efficacy to atonement; but it isimportantto remem- 
ber, that it is the dignity of him who really suffers.— 
When the Grecian king Zaleucus, required his own,.son. to 
lose one of his eyes for transgressing the law against adul- 
tery, the king manifested his inflexible regard to righteous- 
ness: but if, instead of this, he had caused the eye of a fly 
to be put out, and spared his son, he would have rendered 
his law and authority contemptible throughout his whole 
kingdom. So, when the holy intelligences beheld the Eter- 
nal Majesty giving his own Son, his best beloved, “ the 
brightness of his glory, and the express image of his per- 
son :’—when they saw him really and voluntarily. divest 
himself of the glory he had with the Father before the world 
was ;—when they saw the very same glorious Spirtt 
actually suffering during the period of his humiliation 5 10 
the garden of Gethsemane, and on the cross when his God 
withdrew his consolation,—then they saw the glorious ful- 
filment of the prophetic word, ‘‘He will magnify the law, 
and make it honorable.” But if, instead of this, they had 
seen a mere man. suffer and die, and the Word or Son of 
God (with whom that man was supposed to be in some 
mysterious manner united) not, suffer at: all, they. must 
surely have had vastly lower conceptions of the glory of 
the law, the evil of sin, and of the determination of Jehovah 
to maintain his holy authority in the universe. 


[vis the inconceivable dignity and perfection of the real — 


sufferer, that gives value and efficacy to the atonement.— 
And in the perfect obedience of the only begotten Son of 
God, even to the death of the cross, we behold an adequate 
expression of the divine displeasure against, sin, and.of the 


righteousness and immutability of that law of which it is. | 


the transgression. ‘Thus, in our precious Redeemer, 
‘mercy and, truth meet together ;”” “ righteousness and 
peace embrace each other.” | de te 

Who then, may | be permitted to ask, has the most. 
scriptural and exalted views of the ‘* one Mediator betw een 
God and men?” He who views the real sufferings and 
death of the Lamb of God, as merely human ; or he who. 


views these as the great sacrifice of that. only begotten Son- 


of God who was with him before the world was, and is the. 
brightness of his glory and express image of his person ? 
Can any reflecting mind fail of perceiving that the real 
atonement in the latter case must reflect far more honor on 
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the justice of .God in pardoning sinners for the sake of his 
‘ dear ‘Son; than in.the former? a LY data oath 
», Among all the various objects in the universe the mind. is 


capable of contemplating, there. is none on which the re- 
newed soul loves to fasten with such intensity, as on the 
Cross.;, At Calvary she delights to linger, to. admire the 
concentration of the glory of God in his expiring Son. On 
this astonishing spectacle, indeed; do all. holy. beings. fix 
their minds with the most'solicitous desire and ardent praise, 
from the. exalted seraph, who burns with increasing rap- 
ture, to the babe in Christ, out of whose mouth God hath 
perfected his praise. . And such is the increasing. delight 
mysoul hath enjoyed in the contemplation of this. subject, 
since, the Lord has favored me with a more correct know- 
ledge, of his only begotten.and well beloved Son, that feel 
it.to bean ample remuneration for all that deeply regretted 
. “loss of fellowship, the manifestation of these views will oc- 
casion... My heart’s desire and prayer to God for, my breths 
ren is, that they may behold this glory : that they may see 
the wast difference between the real and actual humiliation, | 
and sufferings and death of the. Son of God who made the ° 
worlds, and the sufferings and death of simple humanity : 
and that they may perceive how totall y inadequate the lat- 
ter mustbe to answer the purpose of divine wisdom in man- 
ifesting the righteousness of God in-the salvation of mil- 
lions of men; and how completely the former exhibits to'us 
that God can ‘be just and the justifier of him which believ- » 
eth in_ Jesus.” | i 
»-It has been also considered, that the doctrine of the 
total moral depravity of man, is connected with Trinitari- 
an views of the Savior, If the above remarks on the serip- 
tural doctrine of atonement are correct, it is evident. that 
no.such. connection exists. ‘Indeed, it is obvious, that the 
‘Drinitarian sentiment is far more difficult.to. reconcile with 
the doctrine of man’s entire guilt, pollution, and ruiny.than 
the sentiments. advocated in these pages :. because the for- 
mer exhibits a far inferior sacrifice for sin than the latter, 
In the former. case we behold the real sufferer on the crogs 
as man only ; in the latter, we view him as. the matchless 
Son of God united to the body prepared for him. Tt may 
be said that those who disbelieve the doctrine of the Trini. 
ty, generally deny the scriptural doctrines of total. depray- 
ity, regeneration by the Holy Spirit; personal election. ac- 
‘cording to the sovereign pleasure of God, who will. haye 
mercy on whom he will haye mercy, the perseverance of 
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the saints in holiness, &c. Suppose it is so. Is it not a 
fact also, that many Trinitarians deny theSe doctrines? — 
Are not some Arminians, and others Universalists? If 
the character of the doctrine of the Trinity is to be deters 
mined by the character of those who have avowed it, what 
shall we think of it, when we find the Beast himself, the Pope 
of Rome, and thousands who bear his image, among its 
most zealous advocates? May we not as well argue that 
the doctrine cannot be true, because it was connected with 
all the false doctrine and superstitions of the most anti- 
christian community that ever existed, as to argue that the 
opposite doctrine cannot be true, because many, or most of 
‘ts advocates are in some ifnportant points erroneous The 
most erroneous may be convinced of some truth. Satan 
himself acknowledged Jesus to be the “ holy one of God.” 
‘Are we to deny it, because he confessed it ? I cannot speak 
concerning others; but I know that, notwithstanding I 
have had doubts of the truth of the Trinitarian sentiment 
for many years, these doubts have produced no change of 
mind respecting the doctrines-of God’s holy sovereignty in 
personal election, total depravity, regeneration by the Holy 
Spirit, justification by grace through the redemption in. 
Christ Jesus, the perseverance of all saints, and the “ ever- — 
lasting destruction” of those who know not God, and obey 
not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ; And since my 
mind has been established in my present views, by a dili- 
gent and prayerful examination of the divine testimony } 1 
have experienced a precious enlargement of soul in the 
contemplation of the love of God in the gift of his Son, and 
in the view of the efficacy of the atonement, and the honor 
done thereby to all the holy perfections of Jehovalr in the 
salvation of lost man. Many passages of divine truth, 
which were before. unintelligible to me, now appear clear, 
and beautifully harmonizing with the general truth of the 
gospel. , 

Without being justly chargeable with want of candor or 
charity, we have certainly scriptural reason to believe that 
the views which many cherish and avow concerning the ~— 
Son of God, are such as tend to “ frustrate the grace of 
God,” and entirely pervert the gospel of Christ. With 
such as substitute human virtue in the place of the great 
sacrifice, and refuse to unite with the heavenly host ’in 
worshiping the Lamb, my mind can neyer harmonize. 
Let us pray for such that they may behold “ the glory of 
God as it shines in the face of Jesus Christ,” and no longer 
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reject his counsel against themselves ; solemnly consider- 
ing that it is impossible to escape the wrath of Almighty 
God, * if we neglect so great salvation.” - 





CHAPTER IX. 
Containing strictures on some late publications, 


The following remarks are not communicated for the 
sake of exposing the inconsistencies of my respected chris- 
tian brethren; but with the desire, that (by convincin 
each other of the impropriety of any of our present vided 
Wwe may be more united in the holytruth. 

In Mr. Miller’s third Letter on Unitarianism, he asks, 
** Where, then, is the absurdity or contradiction of an eter- 
nal necessary emanation from him, (God the Father) or, 
if you please, an eternal generation ?” To this Mr. Stuart 
in his Letters to Mr. Miller, (p. '78,) replies ; «The scrip- 
tures then, as you aver, have left the three fold mode of 

existence unexplained. May I be permitted to ask, now, 

if teaching the doctrine of the_eternal and necessary eman- 
tion or generation of the Son of God, (whom as Son you 
view to be the second person in the Trinity,) be not at- 
tempting an explanation of a subject, which the sacred 
writers leave unexplained? Is not existence or subsis- 
tence by emanation, a mode of existence?” 

I would now respectfully ask Mr. Stuart, if teaching 
the doctrine of three persons in one God, ‘be not attempt- 
ing an explanation of a subject which the sacred writers 
leave unexplained?” Is not existence by plurality of 
persons a mode of existence? Are not the words three 
persons in the Godhead, an attempted definition of that 
very distinction in the Deity which you acknowledge to 
be * und finable 2” 

Mr. Miller also remarks, ‘‘' That mystery should be 
readily allowed to exist every where in God’s creation, 
and in God’s providence, and at the same time be uncere- 
moniously rejected from God’s revelation, is more than 
Strange !”” To this, Mr. Stuart, (p. 88.) replies in the fol- 
lowing excellent manner: « The cry of mystery, mystery, 
which is so often raised against certain doctrines of the 
Scriptures, can” never influence the real lover of truth to 
rejectthem. But what is unintelligible, or surpasses our 
Comprehension, belongs to things and not to words,* 


* This is an important distinction. The “ words” used by the inspired 
writers to convey divine truth to the mind are intelligible words, If not 
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What we express respecting things, must of course be 
intelligible ; for language is merely the vehicle by which 
our thoughts are conveyed: to others. What we under- 
stand in our own minds, we can express to the mind of 
others; and what we do not ufiderstand, of course we 
cannot express, because our language, which is only the 
vehicle by which our thoughts are conveyed, cannot con- 
vey thoughts or conceptions which do not exist. It is 
very easy then, to draw the line of distinction, between 
mystery which is connected with things or phenomena, 
and mystery which belongs only to language. ‘The latter, 
L.iake it, always proceeds either from want of skill, or 
crafty design, or an intention to-speak enigmas. Wei are 
not allowed, therefore, by the common laws of language, 
to-assert any thing which, when examined, proves to be 
either.a contradiction, or an incongruity; and then to take 
refuge from objections which may be made to our lan- 
guage, under :the pretence that the subject'is mysterious, 
‘and consequently, it is improper to urge investigation 
respecting it. It may be true, indeed, that the subject of 
which we speak is mysterious, But what I have expressed 
about.such a subject, if I have used language with any 
propriety, is, of course, only what I knew or conceived 
about itin my own mind. ‘This can certainly be made 
intelligible to, another mind ; and there is, therefore, no 
mystery in my expression ; at least there ought to be 
none.” 3 Pe 
. After this just and lucid distinction between words un- 

intelligible and things undefinable, if Task Mr. 8. what 


they could not reveal that truth tothe mind. The words, * There is one 
God, the Father” are intelligible words. The words, “ there are three 
persons in one God,” in the position they occupy, in the: proposition, are 
unintelligible, Thesrevelation of an incomprehensibility is a contradiction, 
for that which cannot be wnderstood by the human mind cannot be revealed 
to. the human mind, There are many secret things belonging to God and 
incomprehensible to us which are connected with. things revealed and 
comprehensible ; but the things which are revealed belong to us to know, 
to believe and to practise, and therefore must all be comprehensible. “To - 
suppose otherwise is to suppose that the divine purpose in revelation is 
frustrated. es Ae t coenda 
* In our English version we read indeed of “ the revelation of the mys- 


tery;? &c. “ Great is the mystery of godliness,” &c. The true meaning 
of Paul, is the revelation of the secret,” for such is the import of the Greek 
term. (See G, Campbell’s dissertations.) The glorious truths of) fea 
Gospel and the gracious purpose of God that the Gentiles should be fellow 
heirs with the Jews, were secrets, «now made manifest.” Rom. xvi. 25, 
26. There ave indeed many things connected with revealed godliness 
which are incomprehensible ; but this is not the meaning of the apostle 
in 1, Tim, iii, 16, as is commonly supposed. . he, mystery or secret is 
revealed in the passage itself in six comprehensible facts... », sy iere 
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is that distinction of which he speaks, when he says, there 
are three persons jin ‘the Godhead; can he consistently: 
‘answer, IT donot know?* Mr. S, indeed says, «* Wwe 
speak of person in the Godhead, to express that whieh in’ 
some respéct or other corresponds to persons, as applied 
to'men, i. e. some distinetion.? | reply, the term’ as ap.’ 
plied to men signifies distinct beings ; does he use: it ‘im 
this sense? Mr, §, will answer, certainly not. I ask? Mr. 
S. then, (for his own principles authorize me to pursue 
the énquiry,) In what sense, as the term is appliéd'to men, 
do: you: use it sin application to the Deity ? “‘L’wish 6! 
know what ideas any ‘person has‘ in his mind correspond® 
ing with his: eclaration; that there are three persons*in’ . 
“one God; a declaration no where to be found in the’ séripe’ 
tures.” Itvis’ trae, the: subject of which we speak is 
mysterious. © But what Ihave expressed about such asube’ 
ject; if T have ‘used danguage with any propriety, - isy 
of course, only what I knew or, conceived ‘about it in my 
own*mind.» This can certainly be made intelligible “to. 
another mind; and there is, therefore, no mystery in my 
expression ; at least there ought to be none.’*® fe isa 
If the scriptures reveal any distinction in «the only: 
true God,” let it -be stated in “ the words which the Holy’ 
Ghost teacheth.”’ But to use expressions on this im- 
portant subject, of which we have no corresponding idéas 
in our‘own minds, is certainly to ‘darken counsel ‘with’ 
words without knowledge,” Mr. S. himself says, (p. 34,) 
Letters to Mr. C, «| could heartily wish, indeed, that the: 
word person never had come into the symbols of the 
churches.” Yet he says, ‘it is perhaps inexpedient or’ 
even impossible altogether to reject it.” So long, indeed, 
as we prefer the words which man’s wisdom teacheth; to 
those which the Holy Ghost teacheth, it will probably be 
retained. E would however respectfully. request my dear 
brother S. if he continues to use it, to inform us whether 
the mystery of the language proceeds * from want of skill; 
or an intention to speak enigmas.?”? Of « crafty design? I 
would not suspect him a moment. Or 1 Oak” 
~eMre Stuart remarks to Mr. Miller, on the subject’ of 
eternal generation, (p. 81,) “ To understand how the same. 
numerical essence ean be said to COMMUNICATE the whole’ 
of itself to the ‘same numerical essence, l must give over in’ 
despair, to intellects of a different order from that which) 
I possess.”” But I ask, is this any more unintelligible than 


oe 8 Letters to Mr: Channing, page 35, 3d edition. “ne mp 
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Mr. Stuart’s definition, of John i, 1. which supposes that 
the same numerical essence WAS WITH the same numerical 
essence? Page 36, Letters to Mr. C., Mr. .S. refers the 
terms “sending and being sent,”’ to the first and second 
persons in the Godhead. Accordingly, he represents that 
the same numerical essence SENT and was sENT BY the 
‘same numerical essence! Is this any more intelligible ? 
Or, can any proposition be more unintelligible than the 
following? Zhe same numerical essence, PRAYED to the 
same numerical essence to be glorified with the glory which: 
he had with the same numerical essence before the world. 
was. . To any one who possesses. intellect capable of un- 
_ derstanding this, I should think the sentiment of Mr. Miller 
can present no difficulty. tae 

Mr. Stuart, says (p- 92.,) The Logos is really and 
verily. divine, self-existent, uncaused, immutable in him- 
self.” Mr. Miller, (p. 107) remarks, ‘If this be true of 
the Logos, it is also true of the other persons. But if 
this be so, are there not three Gods?” To avoid this dif- 
ficulty, Mr. M. who is also a zealous Trinitarian, denies 
that either of the persons possesses complete divinity. The. 
inspired apostle indeed assures us that ‘there is but one 
God tue Fatuer.’’ Mr. M.’s system obviously denies: 
this divine testimony... His words are, ‘* as ] understand 
this subject the three persons of the blessed Trinity To- 
GETHER constitute one. self-existent, independent and in- 
finitely perfect God.” Again he says, « We cannot say’ 
that each person possesses in himself complete separate 
and independent. divinity.’’* It appears, then, that all the 
censure that Mr. M. has passed on those who deny the 
complete and independent divinily of the Son of God, 
falls upon himself... 1f Mr. M. supposes; that according: 
to Mr. &.’s views, there are three Gods ; may not Mr. 8. 
‘afer from Mr. M.’s system that there is no God at all? 

Does not the system of that writer clearly represent the: 
onn God as divisible? When he conceives of the Fax 
THER ,in distinction from the Son and Hory Spirit, must 
he not conceive of him, (I ask with reverence and regret): 
as one-third of the infinite Deity ? How revolting to the 
intelligent mind is such a theory ! Mr, M. also supposes: 
that the divine persons in the Godhead are distinguish= ~ 
ed from each other ‘‘ by an incommunicable property,”” 
(p. 36.) Hf so, it necessarily follows, that the distinguish-: 


*Letters to Stuart, p. 106, 107, Will Mr. M, inform us by. what pro= 
cess of reasoning he proves that three, or any number of imperfect per 
sons can make one perfect God? ; ay 

a 


Peres se SA fs ~- “ 


61 


ig properties or perfections of the second’ and third 
ersons are not possessed by the first ; consequently, the 
‘ather is not infinitely perfect. 

I rejoice that Iam able to close these strictures with a 
uotation from Mr. Stuart, which manifests the triumph- 
nt victory of his good sense, at one happy moment, over 
n erroneous system. He assures Mr. Channing, (p. 114,) 
lat it ‘* is. incorrect,—to represent them (Trinitarians) 
s holding that Jesus Christis the same being as the Fa- 


her if you mean by this, in all respects the same.’ 


ertainly this is synonymous with saying, that HE 1s in 
pme respect ANOTHER AND* DISTINCT BEING. Let this 
oncession, then, suffice to terminate the controversy with 
Ir. S. concerning the doctrine of the Trinity. 


Note. Mr. Bedell, in a sermon on the Trinity, remarks, “The fatal 
tor which infidels and other sceptics make on this subject is this: They 
ply to a fact, that which is ‘true only of'a mode of.existence.”? What is 
e supposed fact ? It is that there are three persons in one God. Now I 
k, does not this proposition itself. declare “a mode of existence ?”? The 
nerated author attempts to illustrate the subject by exhibiting the dis- 
netion between the fact that the grass grows, and the manner how it 
rows. “fle asks, “‘ now because 1 believe nothing about the manner in 
hich it grows,,do I not therefore believe that it grows? Unquestionably 
see that it.grows, I understand that it grows, [ believe that it grows, 
ia no man on-the face of the earth can say more, or is required to say 
ore.” : 

Now, if any man on the face of the earth can truly say, “ F understand 
at” three persons are one God, he must acknowledge the aptitude of this 
ustration. If the’proposition that there are three persons in one God is 
ititelligible as the proposition, “ the grass grows,’ then has our author 
itly untied this Gordian knot: Is itso? Can any man have an idea of 
ie, two or three persons, without having an idea of one, two or three be- 
2s 2 The proposition, “the grass grows,” is perfectly intelligible, al- 
ough we know not how it grows. It coutradicts no known truth or fact; 
hereas, the proposition that there are three persons in one God is in it- 
if unintelligible and contradictory, It contradicts the known fact that 
ery distinet intelligent person is a distinct intelligent being. 


CHAPTER X. 
Containing concluding remarks. 


It is'truly lamentable that so many professed christians 
fe contented to believe what they have been taught 
om their earliest days, and what their pious ancestors 


elieved,; without diligently searching the scriptures to: 


now thé truth. I do not make this observation with 
articular reference to any one denomination of christians. 
las ! it is too applicable to us all: It is a solemn cons 
deration, that if we embrace any sentiment, true or false, 
erely because we have been taught it “by man,” our 
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faith cannot-be acceptable: to’ God-;, for it: stands in the 
wisdom of men; and notin the’ power of God. - Itisins | 
deed an affecting thought, that the faith of many. respect- 
ing the most interesting subjects, * is taught by the: pre- 
-  eépt. of men.’ Let us imitate the noble Bereans: who 
‘“searched the scriptures daily,’ ‘to. ascertain. whether 
what Paul preached was according to. the word of«Gods 
As the disciples of Jesus are to be sanctified. ‘* through 
the truth,’’. how can their holy union be effected, without 
a_diligent and prayerful study of the word ofthe; Lord, 
independently of all the systems. of men?» It is forthe 
*‘ more ‘sure word of prophecy,” and. to“ the testimony. 
of Jesus,’’ which is its spirit.or substance, that we do welk 
to take heed, ‘*.as unto a light that shineth in. a» dark 
place.” it + oe 
- The opposition which many pious persons feel to seve. 
ral revealed truths, arises from Se Te ROR ae 
truths, and from: the consequent false inferences whi | 
flow from that misconception. Thus many object to the 
ot we : : 2 tera’ vik eRrtsuey 
doctrines of election, and the iminutability of the divine — 
purposes. And thus many object to the scripturaltcharac= 
ter of the Son of God. It is necessary to suspend ou 
judgment until we have diligently compared the wholeof 
the divine testimony, on any particular subject, and not 
hastily adopt an opinion on the examination of a fewde- 
tached passages, and thus sacrifice the truth to our, own - 
slothfulness or popularity. Is it worthy. a‘rational’man 
to cry out heresy against any sentiment, when he has not’ 
im : : Pe 
even once taken his Bible and compared all the passages. 
which relate to that sentiment? Yet how often. is. this: 





done by professed christians ! ' ! en nee 1 
As many persons appear to be confirmed in the belief of 


the doctrine of the Trinity, and are deterred from a dili- 
gent examination of the subject, by the supposition that 
almost all pious christians in every age have believed 1 ey 
it is desirable that such a mistake shuuld be corrected. - 
The following quotations will serve to show that many of 
the primitive christians did not. believe that the. Son:of 
God was either self-existent or eternal. bh eoevdemions “nies 

_ ireneus, who was but second from John, says, ‘John, 
declaring the one God Almighty, and the only begotte 
Christ Jesus by whom all things were made, d&c.* 






ie Z . ; anid, 
exhibited. a creed which embraced the Seneral belief. . 


christians in that age. He says, ‘‘ the church, which is, 
: ia , wotthaeetie 
of plaaeen, 
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* Historical Views of Heresies, page 53. 
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dispersed through the whole world, even to the ends of 
the earth, has received from the apostles, and-their imme 
diate ‘successors, the belief in one God, THe Farner Ave 
mMicuTy, the maker of the heaven, the earth, and the sea,* 
_ and-ineone' Jesus Christ, the Son of God, made flesh for 
- our salvation; &c.> That to Christ Jesus our Lord, and 
" God and Savior and King, according to the good pleasure 
_ of the invisible Father, every knee shall bow,” &e.t 
_« How: evident is it from this creed, that ‘+ the general 
_ belief of: christians’? in the primitive ages, agreed with 
_ thatvof the apostle Paul, ‘to us there is but one-God, THE 
_ Farupr.” How evident it is that they believed that the 
i Son was begotten, and that all his dignity and exaltation was 
_ “according fo the good pieasure of the invisible Father.’? 
_ Ignatius, who lived in the first century, says, ‘If any 
one say there is one God, and doth not confess Jesus 
_ Christ, but thinks the Lord to be a mere man, and not the 
- only begotten ‘God, the wisdom and word, &c., he is a 
 serpent,’’ c.f ‘In the shepherd of Hermas, a writer co- 
_ ‘temporary with Clemens Romanus,” is the following pas- 
_ sage: ‘*God,” says he, placed that Holy Spirit, which 
_ was created first of all, in the body in which he might 
~ dwell,” &c.§ Justin Martyr, who lived about the middle 
3 of the second century, says, ‘* God in. the beginning, be- 
_ fore any thing was created, begat a Rational Power, from 
" himself ; which is-called by the Holy Ghost, Glory of the 
Hy Lord, and sometimes Son, Wisdom, Angel, God, Lord, 
a ©:® A learned anthor remarks respecting John i. 3, 10, Col. i. 16; « The 
_ preposition Dra, in these passages translated By, does not signify by any 
one as an original cause, (for this sense is expressed by a different prepo- 
Sition, Hyro,) but it denotes raroven ANY THING AS AN INSTRUMENT.” 
« Busebius—the learned, accurate, and laborious author—who could not 
possibly be mistaken about the common. meaning of two prepositions, 
which he used daily and hourly in conversation and in. books, explaining. 


ié commencement of John’s gospel, uses these words: “And. when he 
on om one place, (ver. 10.) that the world, and in another (ver, 3) that 
L 
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things, were made through him, he declares the ministration of the. 


Vord to God. For, when the Evangelist might have said; “All things 
Were made by him ;” and again, “* The world was made by him ;”’ he has 
not said (Hypo) “By him,” but (Dra) “ Through him ;’? in order that he 
might raise our conceptions to the underived power of the Father asthe 
original cause of all things.’*: Lastly, the same distinetion is noticed by 
Philo, the Jew, who was contemporary with our Savior, who wrote in 
‘Greek, and’ in’ several parts of his writings expresses the difference: be- 

_ tween a supreme and a subordinate creator by the opposed use of these 
two prepositions. See Wetstein’s Note on John i, 3.”? If this criticism 
were not correct, it would still be true that Gop created all things by 
Jesus Christ. Eph. iii, 9; Heb. i, 2, + jis Pane 
Pi ica Views of Heresies, p. 76, + Ibid, p. 69. 
Stuart’s Letters to Miller, p, 19. : ea 
* Eusebius Eccles, Theol. Lib. 1. c, 20. 
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Logos. All the above names he bears, because he minis- 
ters to the will of the Father, and was begotten by the 
will of the Father.”* Clemens Alexandrinus says, “There 
is one unbegotten being, the Almighty God. And there is 
one begotten before all things, by whom all things were 
made.”” He also calls the Logos “the first created wis- 
dom;” and he ‘* who approximates the nearest to the —_ 
Almighty. The older by birth,” &c.t 

Dionysits, bishop of Alexandria, a little after the middle 
of the second century, says, ‘* The Son of God is created 


and made—and as he isa created being, he existed not be- 


fore he was made.’’ Again :‘* God was not always Father ; 


the Son was not always ; but the supreme God was once 


without the Logos, and the Son was not, béfore he was 
begotten ; for he is not eternal, but came into being after- 
wards.”{ Lucian, a presbyter of Antioch at the close of 
the third century, asserts that he was begotten before all 
ages, (or worlds,) and that he was ‘ the first born of every 
creature.”§ Methodius, bishop of Tyre about the end of 
the third century, calls the Logos ‘‘the first begotten of 


God.’’|| Novatian says, ‘‘ God the Father—creator—uns _ 
originated, invisible, immense, immortal, eternal, the only 


God—from whom, when he pleased, the Word his Son 
was born.’ a 

Is it possible for language to express more fully, that 
these primitive christians did not believe that the one 
Almighty God consists of a trinity of persons? Is is pos- 
sible for words to declare more explicitly, that the Word 
or Son, is, in his highest nature, a distinct being from the 
Father, and dependent on him for all things? “ The first 
born of every creature,” and most. glorious: of all depend- 
ent intelligences. 

The piety of Mr. Isaac Watts, ‘* whose praise is in ‘the 
churches,”’ will not be doubted, Few persons have stu- 
died the important and interesting subject discussed in 
these pages with the humility, diligence and prayer which 
he did. In his researches after truth, he clearly perceiy- 
ed that the word of God teaches that our dear Savior ex- 
isted in a glorious state, but inferior to the Father, BEFORE 
he ** was made flesh.”” ‘To reconcile this truth with the 
supreme deity of Jesus Christ, he adopted the theory of 





the pre-existence of Christ’s human soul. On farther ex- 


amination, it appears he was convinced that the doctrine 
of Christ’s supreme deity is unscriptural; for in his last 


* Stuart’s Letters to Miller, p, 23. vB abith 44,45, 9 4 Ibid, 53. 
§ Ibid. 54, l| Ibid. 55. Ibid. 
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letter to Mr. Colman of Boston, dated Feb. 11, 1747, he 
says, “‘Ithink I have said every thing concerning the 
Son or Gop, which scripture says; but I could not go 
so far as to say with some of our orthodox divines, that 
the Sow is equal with the FATHER; because our Lord 
himself expressly says, “* My Father is @reater than I.?’* 
About the same period, some pious christians in England 
believed what was called the “ indwelling scheme ; which 
is, that the Son is supreme Deity by the union or indwel- 
ling of the Father, who is. the only true God, with the 
man Christ Jesus: -and that there are no distinct persons 
inthe Godhead. This scheme implies that the Word or 
Son had no existence whatever, distinct from the Father, 
before he appeared on earth, and is, consequently, oppo- 
sed to innumerable passages of scripture. 


Few men have been more justly esteemed for correct ~ 
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views, and perspicuous illustration of divine truth, than 
Andrew Fuller. In mature age, he wrote a very convin- 
cing essay on the Sonship of Christ: in which, I think, 
he clearly proves, that the terms Son or Gop, ONLY BE- 
GOTTEN Son, are expressive of the highest nature, and 
most glorious character of the ** Worp.’’ He indeed con- 
Sidered these terms as importing supreme Deity and per- 
fect equality, ONE THING EXCEPTED. This will unavoida- 
bly follow from his views. He says, ‘‘in the order of na- 
ture, the Father must have existed before the Son.” + 
Here, then, isa striking proof that it is impossible for 
the greatest minds to avoid falling into inconsistency, 
when they embrace error. If, as Mr. Fuller says, * the 
Father and the Son are properly eternal; we may as 
well say, that in the order of nature, the Son must have 
existed before the Father, as to say, that the Father must 


have existed before the Son. Nothing could have exist- 


ed im any sense, BEFORE that which is properly eternal, 
‘because that which is properly eternal can have no begin- 
ning. Besides, if the Son is etefnal as the Father, there 


_ must be Two ETERNAL Spirits, which is contrary to scrip- 


ture and reason. 

Mr. Stuart, whose talents command our respect, and 
whose piety and candor excite our affection and esteem, 
has furnished us with a similar example. After all he 


has written, he is obliged to acknowledge that the Son, 
" in respect to his highest nature, is not “in all respects,” 
_ the same being as the Father. He must, consequently, 


*Memoirs of Watts and Doddridge, Boston edit, 1793, p. 29, 
T Fuller’s Essays, p 134, 


t 


66 


in:one respect atleast, be a distinct being from the Father; 
and as certainly dependent upon him, as that there,cannot 
be. two distinct independent beings. I apprehend that one 
principal cause why.many pious persons do not perceive 
the revealed truth on this subject is, an impression that the 
more firmly they believe, and the more positively they 
affirm, that Jesus Christ is the supreme Deity, the more 
they. manifest. their love to him. Lei our,Lord’s: answer 
to Peter, when he said, «‘ Be it far from thee,” be serious- 
ly and candidly considered. Peter undoubtedly felt asi 

cere. regard for his. Savior, and was iluenced by this 


very regard; to wish that he might escape from those suf- — 


ferings he spake of. But as Peter’s zeal was ‘t not accor- 
ding to. knowledge,’ and his affectionate feelings were 
expressed in a manner. inconsistent with truth, he re- 
ceived the seyere rebuke of his Master. Now, [ solemn- 
ly ask,.if we follow the example of Peter, and affirm any 
thing of Jesus Christ which is contrary to truth ; is not 


pas 
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the answer of our Lord, as applicable, in some degree, to 
us, as it was to him? . [f, to the declaration of the Son of 
God, ‘‘My Father is greater. than I,” we reply, ‘Be it 
far from thee, Lord,’’ must not our erroneous zeal be, ‘‘ an 
offence” to the holy mind of him who, assures us, ‘J ho- 
nor my Father,—I seek not my own. glory?’ And if the 
sincerity and affection of the apostle, (which surely was 
not less than ours,) did net screen him from the Sexe TS ERt 
buke of our Lord, can we expect to escape his censure? _ 

In concluding, let us review a few of the passages dis- 
cussed in the preceding pages, and contrast them with 
Trinitarian sentiments. I am sensible that error as Fy 
truth may receive apparent support by this-method ;. but 
this is only when the most obvious and literal import ofa 
passage is not according to the general analogy of the 


° : . hades ed 
scriptures, Whether that is the case or not with the fol- 
lowing, the candid reader will judge. i} oedaned 

; ; es ' aft ” seit poe 
Jesus CaristT AND HIs APOSTLES. TRINITARIANS, vo i 
om : 5 i POEs ge 


© °F ous there is but one God, the 


Father, 1 Cor, viii..6, 


“My Father is greater than I. 
John xiv, 28; 

Who is the image of the in- 
Visible God, the first born of every 
creature. Col. i, 15, 
.:The Son can do nothing of him- 
self, John v. 19, 


To us, there is ‘but one God, 
the Father, Word, and. Holy 
Ghost. 2 ae 

The Son is as great as the Fa- 
ther. > tebe) gag 

_ Who is the invisible God,. the 
uncreated Jehovah, -_ 
i i Losey at 


The Son is omnipotent...« » 4 
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JESUS. Curist AND His APOSTLES, 


» But of that day, §c. knoweth no 
man, no not the angels, gc. nei- 
ther the Son, but the Father. Mark 
MP 32.5 ; 


» All power is given unto me in 
Bes in earth. 


Matthew 
xviii, 18, 

As thou hast given him power 

overall flesh, that he should give 
éternal life to as many as thou hast. 
given him. John xvii. 2, 

“God, who created all things By 
Jesus Christ, Eph. iii. 9. 

. By whom also he made the 

‘worlds. Heb. i. 2. — 

*) The Revelation of Jesus Christ 
which, God gave unto him. Rev. 
1, dy 

~~ For there is one God,*and one 
Mediater between God and men, 


the man Christ Jesus, 1 ‘Vimothy . 


il, 5. - 


Denying the only Lord’ God,” 
aud our Lord Jesus Christ. Jude 4. > 


~ Jesus of Nazareth, a man ap- 
proved of God among you by mi- 
racles;, and. signs,, and -wonders 
which God did by him, Acts 
The i 

For as the Father hath life in 
himself, so-hath he given to the 
Son to have life in himself. Joha 
v. 26." 

John 
vi. 57. 

. This is mv beloved Son. Matt. 
iii. 17. 


_ That they might know thee the 
only true God, and Jesus Christ 
whom thou hast sent. John xvii, 3. 


. That at the name of J esus every 
knee should .bow—and that every 
tongue should confess that Jesus 


Christ is Lord to the glory of God 


the Father. Phil. ii, 11.. > 


*« 


'TRINITARIANS.» _— 


The Son is omniscient, and 
knew of that day as well as the Fa- 
ther. 

No given power can qualify the 
Son of God to. give eternal life to 
his people. ' By os 


Jesus Christ created all things 
by his own independent power. 


The Revelation of Jesus Christ 
from his own omniscience, 


There is one Mediator between 
God and man ; who is alsosupreme 
God and man in one person, 


Denying the only Lord God, 
and our Lord Jesus Christ, who is 
also the only Lord God, aiid a’ dis= 
tinct person. 

Jesus performed his miracles by 
his own omnipotence, : 


The son is self-existent, 


The soni lives by himself. 


This is the only true God, the 
same numerical essence as the Fa- 
ther. 

That they might know thee, who 
art not the only true God, in. dis- ~ 
tinction from the Word whom thou 
hast sent. : ¢ EN 

That at the name of Jesus every 
knee should bow ~and every tongue 
should confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lord to his own glory, 


ie E 44 


~The fact that our divine Redeemer is called by some of 


the names of the Father, is considered by many as evi- 
dence that he is that very Berne whose Son he’ is declar- 
ed to be. ‘They appear to have forgotten, that it was a 
common Hebrew custom to give significant names both 
to persons and places. Jesus Christ was called by the. 
name of Davin. Was he therefore the identical son of 
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Jesse? John the Baptist was called Elijah. Mal. iv! 5. 
Was he therefore the very same being 2. If it was prope 
that the forerunner of our Lord should be called by this 
name, (which signifies God the Lord) because he came, 
‘in the spirit and power of Elias,” surely, it was proper 
that our blessed Lord himself should be called by some of 
the names of the invisible Father, in whose spirit an 

power he came down from heaven, and of whom he is by 
nature ** the express image.”’ 3 Pyne 






Some presume to derive an argument for the Supreme 


‘Deity of the Son, from the fact ofhis being associated with 
the Father as an object of worship, and from the fact of his 
being associated with him in the baptismal formula. The 
inconclusiveness of such reasoning is manifest from the 
facts that the king of Israel, 1 Chron. xx1x, 20, is associa- 
ted with Jehovah as an object of worship, and that the 
Israelites were baptised into (eis) Moses. 1 Oor. x, 2. 
See also, Ex. xiv. 31, 1 Sam. x1. 18. ie 

To show the puerility of the argument of Mr. Jones, 
Mr. Wardlaw and others; derived from the plural word 
Elohim, it is only necessary to quote the following from 
Wilson’s Hebrew grammar, p 270. ‘* Words that ex- 
press dominion, dignity, majesty, are commonly put in 
the plural.” See Ex. xx1, 4. Is. xrx, 4. Mal. 1.°6. Bush 
observes ‘‘the use of the plural in such cases seems to be 
merely for the purpose of giving to the word greater ful- 
ness,”’ &c. If it were not so, how could it prove a plural- 
ity of persons and nota plurality of Gods when the term 
itselfis Gops? ‘The plural term Gods, Elohim, is used 
of one of the persons alone. “Thy throne, O Gops, is 


forever andever. And, O Gods, thy Gods have anointed - 


thee.—Now unless Christ, the Son, have another Trinit 
in him, the plural word cannot intend three persons, but 
one; only it is more majestic.” 

1. Tim. iii. 16. The original, according to Griesbach, 


is who, or which, was manifested in the flesh, &c.* 
Some have affirmed that the design of John iw writing 
his Gospel was to establish the doctrine of the supreme 


deity of Jesus Christ. Let us hear the apostle himself. 


* Micah, 5.2. I am informed, by a learned Trinitarian, that “the words 
translated ‘come forth’ and ‘goings forth’ are of the same derivation, 
forms of the same verb, The term is used in the sense of origin or 
descent,’’ Consequently, the idea that Christ is unoriginated or self-existent 
is excluded by this term, which accords with the plain seriptural tr 
that he is begotten of the Father. The term “ everlasting,”? must be 
understood, as in many other passages, in a limited sense, for that which 
is strictly from eternity could have no “ origin or descent,” ae 
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Of all the things ‘ written in this book,”’ he says, «* But 
these are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is the 
Christ, tHE Son or Gop, and that believing ye might 
have life through his name.”’ John xx. 30, 31. 

_1 John vy. 20. is considered by Mr. Wardlaw, as proof 
of the Supreme Deity of the Son of God, because “ Jesus 
Christ” is the immediate antecedent to the words, ** This 
is the true God.”? He acknowledges, however, that the 
immediate antecedent is not always the proper one; and 
notices as proof, Acts iv. 10, 11, where the immediate an- 


tecedent to the words, ** This is the stone,’’ is the healed 


man, who certainly was not the stone spoken of. If the 
word God is read in the passage, as the sense requires, 
and as Macknight translates it, it will be as follows; And 
we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us 
an understanding, that we may know him that is the true 
God; and we are in the true God, even in his Son Jesus 
Christ. This is the true God, and eternal life. It must 
be conceded that the words in our translation,. ** him that 
is true,” do, in both cases, refer to the Father, Is it not 
then, most agreeable to the connection, to consider the 
words, “ This is the true God,” as referring to the same ? 
And does not the declaration of Christ himself, that the 
Father is ‘‘ the only true God,” John xvii. 3, require this 
construction ?. 3 


__ If the words, “‘'This is the true God,” refer to Jesus 


Christ, then the passage manifestly teaches the absurdity 
that the true God has a father, from whem he has derived 
his existence, for it declares that Jesus Christ is the Son 
of him that is true. Compare 2d Ep. of John, verse 7. 
To an unbiased mind, I think that it would appear equally 
plain that the words “him that is true’? are the proper 
antecedent to the words, ‘this is the true God,” as that 
the word ‘+ deceivers’’ is the proper antecedent to the 
words, ‘‘ this is a deceiver and an antichrist,” although 
Jesus Christ is the immediate antecedent in both cases, 
He that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up 
for us all, how shall he not with him also freely: give us 
all things?’ Rom. viii. 32. How forcible is the argu- 
ment! how consolatory the truth, which. the inspired 
apostle addresses to his holy brethren in this passage, if 
we understand it agreeable to the views I advocate! It 
is presumed that none will deny that the terms ‘* snared 
not,” ‘ delivered him up,” signify real suffering. But what 
doés the apostle mean, if humanity only suffered? How 
does it follow that God will give us aL. THINGS, because 
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he has given @ single man to suffer for us? ‘What propor- 
tionate value does a single holy man bear to the aLy 
Tuincs, which an infinite God is capable of imparting ? 
Such a sentiment entirely invalidates the apostle’s argu- 
ment, and deprives the church of the most precious proof 
of God’s everalating love! Surely, the apostle must Have 


had very different conceptions of the dying Savior, 
when he exclaimed, Thanks be to God for nis UN- 
SPEAKABLE Girt”? © my brethren, had we seen the af- 


fecting spectacle on Mount Calvary ! had we witnessed 


nature’s convulsions, the heavens gathering blackness 
the rocks rending, and the veil of the holy temple rent 
in twain! should we not have been convinced with the 
astonished centurion, that something more than humani- 
ty had expired? sh, Pa: pes 
I object, then, to the doctrine of three persons in the 
Godhead: First, Because it is not revealed in the serip- 
tures of truth. There is nota single passage in the whole 
volume of divine revelation that declares either expressly 
or implicitly, that there are three persons in one God, 
There is not a single passage which reveals that the one 
God consists of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
I object tothe doctrine, Secondly, Because it is not 
_only not revealed, but the contrary is most plainly declar-, 
ed in the divine testimony. Weare therein assured, not only 


that thére is but one God, but that this one God is THe ~ 


Faturr. The Faruer, as ‘ the only true God,” is as 
plainly distinguished from the Son as from all other be- 
ings. . BES 
I object to the doctrine, Thirdly, Because I find the 
divine testimony of the Father, the Son, the prophets 
and the apostles, unitedly declaring the infertority of the 
Son in his highest nature and character. bye it Re 
I object.to the doctrine, Fourthly, Because, 7 7s not 
simply ABovE reason, but contrary to every rational fa- 
culty, I possess. It is impossible for me to conceive of 
three persons, in any sense, without conceiving of three 
beings. It is impossible for me to think of one glorious 
Spirit on the throne of the universe, and of one glorious. 
Spirit at the right hand of him who sitteth on the throne, 
without thinking of two distinct glorious Spirits. . 
-*L object to the doctrine, Fifthly, Because, it presents 
‘ ie jae BI 

no adequate mediator BETWEEN God and man. All those 


sufferings which constitute the ground of atonement, are 


according to this doctrine MERELY HUMAN. _ & 


~'T object to this doctrine, Finally, Because, it excludes My 
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~ from the universe the most glorious of all beings, God 


only excepted, If we should admit.that the 2mmutable 
Jehovah, at a certain period added to his being human na- 
ture, which is to be united with him. ‘in one person for 
ever ;”” after all that can be said, we can have no idea of 
the Son or Gop in distinction from the Father : certainly 
none, exeept that of a mere perfect man... Thus the most 
mighty and glorious of Jehovah’ s works; ‘the image of 
the invisible God; ‘ the first-bornof every creature ;’’. the 


well beloved and only begotten of the Father, the joy of 


earth, and the glory of heaven, is. blotted out of existence. 
And for this mighty loss, what is substituted? Nornine. 
For, beyond all controversy, there can be but onE supreme 
God. .“* They have taken away my Lord, and I know 
not. where they have laid. him.’? I cast my anxious eye 
around the universe, and most. solicitously enquire, where 
is he who is “the beginning of the creation of God ;” 
** the brightness of his glory, and the. express image of 
his person?”’?. Where is ‘‘ the Word of God,”’ who *$ was 


_ with God,” and enjoyed glory with him ‘before. the 


world was?’ And where is he to whom every knee is 
commanded to. bow, and whom the thousands of thousands 
of the heavenly hosts do actually worship in distinction 
from him that sitteth on the throne?. Rev. v.13. To 
this interesting enquiry, the system I am opposing gives 
me no satisfactory answer. In that system, the Sun or 
Rieutrousness, by which the Inrinits generates, illu- 
mines and blesses the whole intelligent universe, has_no 
place. TI reject it, therefore, because, in addition to other 
insuperable objections, it involves a loss of being in the 
universe, more to be dreaded. than the loss of all other cre- 
ated intelligences. | | Sa 

_ In closing this imperfect essay, I can sincerely adopt 
the language of Mr. Stuart, though with an important dif- 
ference of views. ‘‘ With all this subject fully before 
me, I do not hesitate ; I cannot doubt respecting it.” A 
flood of evidence has flowed into my mind from the sacred 
pages, which is irresistible and overwhelming. I havea 
humble confidence that what I have written is conformable 
to ‘‘ the first prinviples of the oracles of God.’”’, In view 
of the whole of the divine testimony, I am constrained to 


- Say, with the inspired apostle, ‘* There is. but one God, 


THE Farner.” Such, however, are my views of my 
ivine Savior, that ‘* when my departing spirit shall quit 
these mortal scenes, and wing its way io. the world un- 
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known ; with my latest breath I desire to pray, as the ex- 
piring martyr did, ‘ Lorp Jesus, RECEIVE MY SPIRIT.’ — 
I feel in some measure the awful responsibility I am 
under, while offering these pages to the public. It is in- 
deed a small thing to be judged of man’s judgment. Itis 
comparatively, of little importance to receive the com- 
mendation or displeasure of “‘a man that shall die.”” But 
it is a solemn and important truth, that, for what I have 
written [am accountable to Him who holds the eternal 
destinies of all his intelligent creatures in his hands, and 
who ‘ will bring every work into judgment, whether it be 
good or whether it be evil.” If, while I have sincerely 
desired to know the truth, I have erred, I pray for for- 
giveness, for the sake of that precious Savior, who, I 
hope, hath loved me and given himself for me. Could I 
imagine that what I have written is displeasing in his holy 
sight;\the commendation of the whole world, could not in 
the least degree, alleviate the grief such an apprehension 
would occasion. 1 think I can on mature reflection say, 
death would be preferable to publishing erroneous doctrine 
concerning my Lord. If any person will prove from * the 
word of the Lord,” that I have misunderstood the divine 
testimony, on this important and highly interesting sub- 
ject; I hope, by the grace of God, that I shall cheerfully 
retract what I have written. sh a 


And now, dear reader, permit me for the truth’s sake, 
to entreat you to examine seriously, diligently, impartially 
and prayerfully, the word of eternal truth. Beware lest 
you reject the counsel of God. God forbid that any 
should trifle with this subject, and make it the theme of 
mere speculation. Itis lamentable indeed to observe the 
little interest many precious souls feel respectiug truths 
of infinite importance. ‘The attention of many to these 
truths, alas! is nothing more than what is excited by a 
vain curiosity and carnal speculation. May divine grace 
save us from this condemnation. Let us solemnly remem- 
ber that the glorious Savior whose character is imper- 
fectly delineated in these pages, will soon appear in the 
clouds of heaven; we shall soon behold him coming in 
all his glorious majesty to judge us. Oh, may we Now 
so believe in him, love and obey him, that we may THEN 
lift up our heads with joy, knowing that our redemption 
draweth nigh. — . of rf 

‘‘ Unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the onty 
wisE Gop, be honor and glory for ever and ever. Amen.” 
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